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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



TXTZSDAY, JTTNE 24, 1875 

HouBE OF Kbpresentativeb, 

SuBCOMMITTeE ON OiLSEEDS AND RlCE 

OF THE Committee on Agriculture, 

Washington, B.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2 :30 p,m., in room 1301, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Dawson Mathis (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Representatives Mathis, Jones of North Carolina, Jones of 
Tennessee, Bowen, Rose, Fithian, Findley, Johnson, and Moore. 

Staff present: Robert M. Bor, counsel; Steve Pringle, staff con- 
sultant; Anita Brown, Perry Shaw, and Susan Bell, steff assistants. 

Mr. Mathis. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Rice has before it a series of bills 
relating to the rice program. We are convened this afternoon for the 
purpose of moving toward the passage of some legislation, 

Mr. BowEN. I would like to move that the suocommittee put itself 
into executive session for consideration of H.R. 8137 and other bills 
relating to the rice program. 

Mr, Mathis. The Chair would advise the subcommittee that 
H.R. 8137 is not yet before the subcommittee. 

Is there objection to the motion \ 

Mr. FiNDLET. Is there some particular reason why we should be in 
executive session ? Generally, as a matter of policy I think it is wrong 
for deliberations to be carried on in such a fashion. 

Mr. BowEN. There was sentiment expressed by some of our col- 
leagues that we might proceed more expeaitiously if we were in execu- 
tive session. 

Mr. MooHE. I object. 

Mr. BowEN. I again make my motion, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis. The question is to dissolve into executive session to 
consider various rice-related bills which are before us. 

Mr. BoR. When this kind of motion is before us, it requires a roll- 
call vote. It can pass if a majority of those present, assuming a 
quorum is present, vote in favor of it. 

Mr. Mathis, The clerk will call the roll. 

( The roUcall f oltows : ) 

Ayes : Representatives Bowen, Roae, Fltbian, and Mathis. 

Na:ra : Representatives Findley and Moore. 

Present: Representative Johnson. 
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The Cl£KK. The vote is four ayes, two dats. and one present. 

Mr. Mathis. Accordingly, the subcommittee will at this time go 
into executive session. 

The Chair will request that all persons other than members and staff 
leave the room. 

[Whereupon, the subcommittee went into executive session.] 
The subcommittee returned to open session.] 
Mr. Mathis. The bill H.R. 8137 will be entered. 
[The bill H.R. 8137 foUows:] 
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a R- 8137 



IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JiiNK 23, 1B75 
Mr. BowEN introduced the fo]lowing bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture 



A BILL 

To establish improved programs for the benefit of producers 
and consumers of rice. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assemhUd, 

3 SHOBT TITLB 

4 Section 1. This Act may be cited aa the "Rice Pro- 

5 daction Act of 1975". 

6 TITLE I-RICE ALLOTMENTS AND 

7 PRICE SUPPORT 

8 NATIONAL ACBEAQE ALLOTMENT AND ALLOCATION 

9 Sec. 101. Effective for the 1976 and 1977 crops of rice, 

10 section 352 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 

11 is amended to read as follows: 
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1 "Sbo. 352. (&) The Seorebary dnll establish for each 

2 of the 1976 and 1977 crops of rice a nadoaal acreage allot- 

3 ment in the amoant of 1,800,000 aeres. 

4 " (b) The nadonal acreage allotment for each such crop 

5 of rioe shall be apportioned by the Seaetary to &rms, and in 

6 producer States and administrative areas, to producers on the 
T basis of the rice allotments established for the 1975 crop 

8 as adjusted in accordance with subsection (c) of this seo- 

9 tion: Provided, That not to exceed 1 per centum of the 

10 national acreage allotment may be reserved for (1) appor-- 

11 tiomnent to new rice fajins and new rice producers on the 

12 basis of the following factors : suitability of the land for the 

13 production of rice, the extent to which the farm operator 
^^ (or producer in the case of a producer allotment) is de- 
^ pendent on income from fanning for his livelihood, the 
■^^ production of rice on other farms owned, operated, or con- 
^"^ trolled by such person, and such oUier factors as the Secre- 
1^ tary determines should be considered for the purpose of 

19 estAblishing ffur and equitable rice aJlotmenta; (2) making 

20 adjustments in farm allotments to correct inequities .or to 
^1 prevent hardships; and (3) making correcdons in farm 
22 or producer allotments. 

"(c) (1) If lor any crop the total acreage planted to 

2* rice on a farm is less than the rioe aJlotmeat for the farm (or 



.v Google 



8 

^ in prodacer admiuistrsdve areu, the prodaoer aUcrtineiitB 

2 aBocated to Ihe farm) , the fsrm or producer allotment used 

3 w B. baee ior die suooeeding crop ^Oll be redooed by the 

4 peroentaf^e by whidi saA pkiLted acreage wf^ less fhan the 

5 alkilment for the iana, bat sach redocdoa ^i&ll not exceed 
g 20 p«' oeotxan of die fann or producer aUotmeot for the pre- 
7 oeding ertyp ; except that if not less than 90 p^ oenOim of the 
g faim acreage aUolmeiiit is planted to rice, the farm ghadl be 
g eonsidercd to have an acreage planted to rice eqnal to 100 

j^O P^ cuitum of BQch allotment For puiposee ot this parar 

11 graph, an acreage on the farm which the Secretary det«<- 

12 mines was not pbutfed to rioe beottnee at dronght, flood, otbev 

13 oataral difiasUr, or a coDditaon beyoad the oontrcd of the pro- 

14 duoer shall be oonadered to be an ao-eage planted to rice. 

15 For the porpoee of this paragmf^ the Secretary may putoit 

16 prodaoerB of rice to have acreage devoted Do 9oyt>eaiis, 

17 tdieat, feed grains, sogar, castCH- beans, tiiticale, oats, oot- 

18 ton, rye, or such other crops as the Seraelajy may deem 

19 af^HojHmte, otmsidered as devoted to the prodactioD of rioe 

20 to sndi ext«it and sabjeet to such terms and oonditione as 

21 the Secretary determines wiH not impair the effective opera- 

22 tion of the rice prognin. 

23 "(2) If no aoeage is jduited (or regarded aa planted) 

24 to rice for two oonseoative crop yeais on any farm ^^ch 
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1 bod a farm acreage allotmcut for sucli years oi for any 

2 producer wliicb bad a producer alloUuent for saoii years, 

3 sucb fann or producer shall lose its allotment. 

4 "(3) NotwiUistandiog tbe provisions of paragraphs {!) 

5 and (2) of tbie subsection, no farm or producer allotment 

6 shall bo reduced or lost tbrougb failure to plant, if the 
7. cooperator elects not to receive payments for Hie porljon of 

8 the farm or producer allotment not planted to which he 

9 would otherwise be entitled under the provisioas of sectjon 

10 iOl (g) of the Agricultural Act of 1H9. 

11 " (d) Notwilbstandmg any other provision of this Act, 

12 if the Secretary determines for any year that, because of 

13 drought, flood, other natural (faster, or a condition beyond 

14 the control of tbe person involved m the production of rice, 

15 none or only part of the acres of on allotment can be timely 

16 planted or replanted by or for such person in such year, 

17 the Secretary may authorize for sudi year the transfer 

18 of the total number of sudi acres whidi are so affected to 

19 another tarm in the same or any nearby county, but within 

20 tbe same administrative area, on which one or more persona 

21 on the farm from which the transfer is made will be engaged 

22 in the production of rice and will share in the proceeds 

23 thereof, in accordance with such regulations as the Secre- 
^ tary may prescribe. Any allotment, or portion thereof 
25 transferred under this subsection shall be regarded as planted 
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1 to noe on the fann fnan wludi die transfer is made for 

2 purposes of establishing future farm allotments. i\)r tlie 

3 purpose of detenaining the amotuit of payments and loans 

4 made under secUon 101 (g) oi die Agricultanil Act of 1949 
6 with regard to fanos to which allotmeats, or potions Uieie- 

6 of, are tranrferred under this subsectioii, the Secretary shall 

7 establish a farm yield for any such fann for which there is 

8 Qo established }deld. 

9 "(e) (1) The Secretaiy shall permit the owner and 

10 operator of any farm for which a farm acreage allotment 

11 has been established to sell or lease all or any part, or the 

12 right to all Of any part of sudi allotment, t» any other 

13 owner or operator of a farm in the same administrative 
H area, or to btmsfer all or any part of such allotment to any 

15 other itam owned or controlled by him in the same admin- 

16 istrative area. The Secretary shall also permit the person 
n for whom a producer allotment has been established to sell 

18 or lease all or any part of such allotment to any other person 

19 in the same administratiTe area. 

20 " (2) (A) If a producer in a State in which fann rice 

21 acreage allotments are determined on the basis of past 

22 production of rice by the producer on the farm dies, his 

23 history of rice production shall be apportioned in the whole 
34 or in part among Ms heirs or devisees according to the ex- 
25 tent to which they may continue, or have (ipntjnued, lus 
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1 fanning operatiottB, if satisfactory proof of m<di succession tA 

2 hrming operations is fonuehed the Secretary. 

3 " (B) If a producer in a State in whicli farm rice aerobe 

4 allotments are determined on the bane of past production 

5 of rice by the prodnoer on the farm withdraws in whole 

6 <»* in part firom rioe production in favor of a member or 

7 members of his family who will succeed to his farming openir 

8 tions, that portion of hia rice history acreage as may be 

9 ascribed to such withdrawal may be transferred to such fam- 

10 ily member or membeiB, as the case may be, if satisfactory 

11 proof of such rdstiondiip and saccesdon of farming opersr 

12 tions by sadi family member or members is famished the 

13 Secretary. 

14 "(C) If a producer in a State in which farm rice 

15 acreage aSotmenCs are detwmined on the basis of past 

16 production of rice by the producer on tiie farm permanently 

17 withdraws from rioe production, his rice history acreage may 

18 be transferred to another producer or producers who have 

19 had previous rice-producing experience, provided llie fol- 

20 lowing conditions are met — 

21 "(i) the transferee must acquire, except for land, 

22 t^o entire farming operation pertaining to rice, includ- 

23 ing all production and harvesting equipment and any 

24 irrigation equipment not pernJanentiy attached to the 

25 hni; and 
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1 " (u) the tiansferee must actually jriant at least 90 

2 per ceatum of bis tobil producer rice acreage allotment, 

3 indading die allotment determined on tiie basis of die 

4 rice history acreage acquired from the transferor, tor at 

5 least ttiree out of the next four years followiog the 

6 transfer. 

7 Failure by the transferee to comply with clause (11) of Um 

8 subparagraph shall result in oancelhUJon ot the transfer of 

9 the rice history acreage. The transferor of rice aexeaige history 

10 under this panbgraph shall not be eli^ble for a produces; rioe 

11 acreage allotment for any year subsequeot to such traiulfw, 

12 ezce^ to tlie extent that snch allotment may be baaed oa 

13 rice history acquired in a year (sitbeequtot to tlie tHuisfer). 

14 for whidi rice atreage aUotmente are not in effect. 

IP " (D) Upon dissolution of a partoerBhip in a State in 

16 whk^ fann rice acreage allotments are deteraoined on th4 

1*7 bads of past production of rice by die proiducer on th« 

18 fann, the partner^iip's lustory of rice iHt>ductJon shdl be 

19 divided among the partners in sadi fvoportion as agreed 

20 upon in writiiig by l^e partners, except that if a paiitii^Bba|i 

21 was formed in a year in y^udi allotmentB were in effect and 

22 is diaaolved ia leas th&n three oonsecutive crop yean after 

23 ^e partnership became effectave, the rice acreage allotment 

24 establiibed for the piartner^i^ and rioe history octtAgm 

25 CTei^ted to the partnenhip for Wfk <A tbe yean during its via 
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9 

1 itteooB fdwU be divided among ^ partaers in the same pro- 

2 poitiuB ^Mt eadi partner oontributed to tbe allotment estab- 

3 lished tor the poiiaeraliip at the time such partnerdiip was 

4 formed. The rice history aereage credited to each of the 

5 paitners for the years {Kior to the time the putnership was 

6 formed shall revert to the person to whom it waa ori^nally 

7 created. 

8 " (E) Any pert <d the farm rice acreage allotment on 

9 vtof^ rice will not be jdanted and wfaii^ is vDlnotsrily boi^ 
IS reodered to the county committee shall be deducted from 
}1 the allobnont to sudi faim and may be reapportioned by 

12 tba county committee to other brms in the same oonuty 

13 receiving allotments in unonnts detennined by the coon^ 
li committee to be fur and reasonable on &e basis of •Qib 
IS following teiotors: 

}6 " (i) the past prododrion of rice by die producers 

17 OD the farm or the past production ol rice on the farm, 

18 ns the case may be ; 

19 " (ii) sucxesge allotments previously established t<x 
aO the farm w for the producers on the farm, as the case 
21 may be; 

2S " (iii) abnonoal oonditioos affecting acre«ge; 

2S "(iv) land, labor, wat^-, and equipment avmlable 

34 for the production of rice ; 

24 -._.:_ "(t) orop-pot«twaprBfitioeB;a»d 
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1 " (vi) die soil and other physical factors affecting 

2 the productioii of rioe. 1' 

3 Any allotment surrendered under thi^ subparagrapli Bhatl 

4 be regarded for purposes of dii» subsection as having beett 

5 planted on the tama from which it was eurreudeied, except 

6 that this shall not opemte to ina^e the farm from which! the 

7 allotment was suirounlded elj^le for an allotmeut as having 

8 lice planted thereon, or to make any producer tlhereon digt- 

9 ble for an aUotment as having produced rice, during the 1975 

10 base period. 

11 " (f ) Any acreage planted to rice in excess of the farm 

12 or prodacer acret^ allotment in the crop years 1975 and 

13 1977 shall not be taken into account m establishing farm, or 
11 producer acreage allotments m any year following sudi 

15 period.". 

16 PATJCBHTS AND LOANS 

17 Seo. 102. Effective for the 1976 and 1977 crops of 

18 rice, section 101 of the Agricultond Actof 1949 is amended 

19 by adding the following new subsection at (he end therectf: 

20 "(g) Notwithstanding any other proviuoii of law — 

21 " ( 1 ) The established price for the purpose of maling 

22 paymmts on rioe under this sabseclion shall be $8 per 

23 handredweight in the case of the 1976 crap, adjusted to 

24 reflect any changes in the index of prices paid by farmers 

25 for prodaotion items, interest, taxes, cad wage nit«8 dann^- 
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to 

1 Uie period beginning on the date of enactment of the Itlce 

2 Production Act of 1975, snd ending July 31, 1976; for 
8 the 1977 crop the established price shall be the estabUdied 

4 price for the 1976 crop adjnat«d to reflect any changes in 

5 die index of prices pud by fanners for production items, 

6 interest, taxes, and wage rates during the twelve-month 

7 period immediately preceding July 31, 1977: Provided, 

8 That any increase that would otherwise be made in the 

9 established price for the 1976 and 1977 crops to reflect 

10 a change in the index of prices p^d by farmers may be 

11 furflier adjusted to reflect any change in (i) the national 

12 average yield fet acre of rice for the &ree calendar years 

13 preceding the year for whic^ (he determination is made, 
1* over (ii) the national aver^ yield per acre for the tiiree 

15 calender years preceding the year previous to the one 

16 for which the determination is made. 

17 " (2) Hie Secretary diaii make available, to cooperators 

18 in the several States of the United States, loans and pur- 

19 chases on the 1976 crop of rice at a rate equal to $6 per 

20 hundredweight, adjusted to reflect any changes in the index 

21 of prices paid by fannei^ for production items, interest, taxes, 

22 and wage rates during the period beginning on the date of 

23 enadment of the Bice Production Act of 1975 and ending 

24 Jnly 31, 1976: Provided, That any increase in the rate of 
20 loans and parchases for the 1976 crop to reflect a diange in 
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n 

1 rtheiados of prioeH pnd by famem inajr beilirliier-adjtsted 

3 . to m&eet ika diai^e-^cnbed iotfafl prbvtm ia^pftngEapk 

3 ': (1) M dm subaeetJOB. Lofiitt aod pan^iMBe 'i<K'l^/i07T 

4 eitqi fdisU be catablobeA «t 'sui^ mto. «e bean-llu aioumti* 

5 to the loan rote (ot ihe 1976 cropat the eitibtiSiedpriM ioi 

6 tiw 1977 a-(^ bean, to tli« estaUiifted piioe &« %he 1870 

7 crop. The loans and purcbases for tfae 1S76 aad Id77 nopS 

8 ^lall be iaade ftvadlable to eacb ooffperatdr with reject to S 

9 quaatity of rice detenuioed by multii^ing'tbe eUoboeid (A 

10 the coopertttor for tbe crop by thb yield est^luiieid f«r the ' 

11 fiirm, as det«niimed in Che nuumer deetsibed in Hm Mbond. 

12 senteooe (rf ytn^ufh (4) of dtU aubaoetiDi}. 

13 "(S^ The Secntaiy eMI umIu avaiM^ to «oo^mtom' 

14 pAymentsifweacbof the IdTjQand 1977 tx9f9 ot not gnviz 

15 jn the sev«fj^atee of tbe UQited,8tbte» striate eqiW t*' 
16' t^amount by vUdi tlie establitd^ed price for t^e- (mp oil 

17 riceeffl)OpdBthehi^i«^(^ 7C 

18 . " (A) the nfttioBid a¥eti«ge iSfurket ^riee recd^ed by r. 
19^ faRn«rs during tlw-fii8t five nwnthB. of tfw fparttetinf r 

20 ' year f^rraifdi (svp; u detannuEted by Ijke Seeretary-; of': 

21 "(3) tM low l«vel deterauaed-^dw pwagAph'j 

22 (2) fotmMtwv. 

23 ' " (4). The pftymentB for the 1976 Add 1977 OK^.riiafi : 

24 be made svwjoble to etudl coop#rftti»; vitjij:««pwt to «^Han- 

25 tUy of ri«e d»(enaH|^> by stul^pj^yio^ tbe «Uotmmt::«f-tbe: 
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1 cMpentor Jor die,OTop by the yield eatftblMhed for the farm, 

2 ; Xb»^eld for the farm for aoyyear eball be det«nnjii«d oa 

3 the-basifl of the actual yields per hweBt«d'4t!n» for the &ree 

4 preoe^ng yean : Preoidtd, [Diat the aotaal yields shall b« 
ft ' ' adjoBted' by - the Seeietiiry iot abnormal ' yieldr in atly year 

6 cauBed by droaght, flood, other netura] disaster, or condition 

7 beynid &» control of Ihe cooperator. if the Becretary de- 

8 termmes that the penona involved in producing rice on 

9 a farm are prevented tiom planthig all or any portion of 
10 the tena' of the producer or farm acreage i^tmMitt to 
11 : riee or othw BcoiooQserving crop, becaose of ^-ouf^ts, Sood, 

12 or other natniaJ disaster or condition beyond the contnJ 

13 of: the prodoieer, dbe rate <^ payment' with regiu^ to such 

14 aoes so aSapted shall be. Hie larger of- (A.) the foregoing 
K^ rate^ or {B) <one-diird ef the establi^ied price, esoept that 
1^ ^ 8a(9'0t«ry akmH make no payment piirsnant to this 
17 sentence with regard to acres wlddi ^wwe tranrferred under 
18/ geotim'S52(d^ of the Agrieultar^ Adjustment Act of 1938 

19 8bA on wH(^ riee •wta planted oa the farm to whkh such 

20 acres were tnmsfNTed. li the SqeaiBtary determines that^ 

21 .beoa«ei)f8uth'disaBter'oro(utd^en, tfaetotalqnanlity of rice 

22 which the persons involved in prdftkt^-'inee' are able to 

23 hai^e^t OD any ianh is less than 60f per centum (A the farm 
2i*'Bore«ge allotinent times &e yield of rice established for flie 
25 fanil,the rate of payment- for the defioency in produotioa ■ 
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1 below 100 per centum shall be the larger of (A) die fore- 

2 going rate, or (B) one-third of the established price. Any 

3 payment made under the previous two sentences with regard 

4 to acres transferred under section 352(d) of the Agricul- 

5 lural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall be calculated with respect 

6 to tbe ferm yield on the farm to which such acres were 

7 frtm^erred. 

8 "(5) (A) The Secretary shall provide fof a set-aside 

9 of croplsjid for a crop <A rice if he estimates (without tak- 

10 ing into consideration the effect of a set-aside) , priw to the 

11 be>giniuiiig of the calendar year in which such crop will be 

12 grown, that the carryover oi rice for tbe marketmg year 

13 beginning in the calendar year immediately following. Ihe 

14 calendar year in whidi such crop will be grown will exceed 

15 15 per centum of the total supply erf rice for IJie marketii^; 

16 year be^nning in the calendar year in which such crop will 

17 foe grown. If a set-aside of cropland is in effect under Qiig 

18 paragraipb then, as a omidition ol eligibility for paymenfB 

19 under pa9ragra{>h (3) of this sdbseotion, the cooperaAore must 

20 set ande and devote to conservation uses an acreage oi crop- 

21 land equal to (1) sudi pwcentage of the faim acreage allot- 

22 ment aa may be spedfied by the Secretary, plus, if required 

23 by tile Secretlary, (ii) the acreage of cropland on the farm 

24 devoted in preceding years to soil conserving uses, as deter- 

25 minwlb y the Swretaiy. The Secretary shall penuit oooperar 
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1 Una to pkmt utd gr&ze sweet sorghum on aet-astde acreage. 

2 The Secrebtry may pemut, aubjeot to soch terms aad oondi- 

3 tioDS afl lie may prescribe, all or any part of the set-aside 

4 acreage to be devoted to hay and grazing or the production 

5 of goar, sesame, safflower, sunflower, castor beans, mustard 

6 seed, cmnbe, plantago ovato, flaxseed, triticale, oaits, rye, or 

7 other c(MnmoiUty, if he determines that such production is 

8 needed to prowle an ade^tuate supply of such comnwuKties, 

9 ifi not likely to increase llie cost d the price support program, 

10 and will not adversely affect farm income. 

11 " (B) To assist in adjusting the acreage of conuoodilies 

12 to desirable goals, the Secretary may make lend divereion 

13 payments, in addition to tbe payments authorized in para- 

14 graph (3) of tfiis siibsection, to cooperat(HB on a ftum who, 
18 to flie ext«nt preeoribed by the Secretary, devote to approved 

16 conservation uses mi acreage of croplwid on die farm in addi- 

17 (ion to that required to be devoteld under subpaiagniph (A ) 

18 of diis paragra'f^. The iand divemon payments for a farm 

19 shall be at sut^ rate or rates as the Se(»«tary determines 

20 to be fair and reasonable taking into consideration tjie diver- 

21 non undertaken by tlie coopemtor tmd the prodnctivity of 

22 <he a(a?eage diverted. l%e Secretary gbeR limit t^e total 

23 acreage to be diverted under agreementB in Miy county 

24 or local community so as not to adversely affect the economy 
38 of the county or local community. 
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1 "(6) The rice prog^ram formulated under this sab- 

2 section diall require tiie oooperators to take siudi tneasures 

3 as (he SeoBtaiy may deem appropriate to i«t)tect the eet- 

4 aside acreage and the addition^ diverted a^sreage from ero- 

5 sion, insects, weeds, and rodents. Sudi aorea^ may be 

6 devoted to wildl^e food ^ts or wildlife habitat in conform- 

7 ity with standards established by the Seoretajy in o(HisiiIta^ 

8 tion with wildlife ag«icies. "Hie Secretary may pay an ap- 

9 propriate share of the cost of praotaoes designed to cany oat 

10 the purposes of tibe foregtang sentences. ITio Secretary may 

11 provide lor an additional paym«it on aach acrea^ in die 

12 unonnt determined by the Setretary to be appropriato in 

13 relation to the benefit to the general public ^ the cooperator 

14 agrees to permit, without other oraiq>eneation, aoeess to all 

15 or such portion of the farm as the Secretary may prescribe 

16 by the general public, for hunting, trapping, fishing, iuid 

17 hiking, subject to applicable State and Federal regulations. 

18 " ( 7 ) If the operator of the farm desires to participate 

19 in the program formulated under this subsection, he eball 

20 file his agreement to do so no later than such date as the 

21 Secretary may prescribe. Payments under tiaa subsection 

22 shall be made available to the cooperator on such farm only 

23 if such oot^erator eeia aside and devotes to approved soil 

24 conserving uses an acreage on the farm equal to the number 

25 of acres which the operator of the fann agrees to set ftside 
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1 and devote to approved soil coiuerving oses, and tlie agrae- 

2 ment shall bo provide. Hie Secretary may, by mutual agree- 

3 ment with any cooperator, tenninate or modify any Buch 

4 agreement entoed into puiBnaot to this subsection il he 

5 detennioes such action necessary becMse of any emergency 

6 created by drought or other disaster, or in order to alleviate 

7 a shortage in die supply of rioe. 

8 " (8) The 8ecre(ary sh^ provide adequate safegoards 

9 to protect the interests of tenants and ehareca'oppers including 

10 provision for sharing, on a fair and equitable basis, in pay- 

11 ments under this subsection. 

12 " (9) In the case in vvhich the failure of a cooperatco' 

13 'to €opnply fuHy with the terms and conditions of Ihe pro- 

14 gnuD formulaJied under this GubGecdon precludes liie making 

15 of loans, purchases, and payments, the Secretary may, never- 

16 itheless, make such loaiw, purdiases, and payments in such 

17 amounts as he determines to be equitt^le in relation to the 

18 eeriousness of the default 

19 " ( 10) The Secretary is awtborized to issue eudi regu- 

20 ladonB as he ^tennines neccBsaryJo carry out the proivyom 

21 of tim subsection. j 

22 "(11) The Secretary eball oairy out Hie program 

23 authorized by this subsection bhrou^ the Commodity Credit 

24 Corporation. 

25 "(12) The ^visions erf sidwection 8{g) of the Soil 
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1 Oonservation aad Domesljc AHotmeat Act (relating to as- 

2 Bignment of payments) shaJl apply to paym^itB under diis 

3 subsectioD.". 

4 SUSPENSION' OF UABKEOSNG I^UOTAS ANB OTHEB 

5 [PBOVISIONB 

« ^0. 103. 6ecti<«B 353, 354, 355, and 356 «f tiie Agri- 

7 cultural Adji^meat Act of 1938 shall Bot be applknfele to 

8 the 1976 vad 1977 orops of rice. 

9 TITLE n— mCE EfSEABOH 

10 Sec. 201. ' (a) The Secretary of Agriculture may, under 

H rules preeortbed by such Secretary, cany out regional and 

12 national resean^ programs with regard to rice for the fol- 

13 kiWHig pa{{H}9e3: 

14 (1) bo reduce f«1iliEer and ImfMdde usage in exoees 

15 of production needs; 

16 (2) to develop varieties of rice m(H% susceptible te 

17 vonxplete fertilizef utiliattion ; 

IB (3) to knprove the resistone* of riee j^aots to di«- 

19 ease and to eidie&ce their conservaition and environ- 

20 mental qualities; 

23. -(4| to increase die usage «f rice auA its proeeasisg 

22 t>y^wlncf8; 

23 (5) to devdop better husbandry practices in pre- 

24 dttCtioD sai conservation o( rice; 

3fi I (6) to-derdop more efficient rice stsrage practices; 
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J C^) to iinpiovo domestic and intemataoiiB] market- 

2 ing of rice; and 

3 (8) to ben^t th« general welfare. 

4 (b) The Secretary shall, in implemmitBi^ ike prDgram 
g authorized in sidisecition (a) , utilize the tedhmcal and re- 
g kted services of appropiiate Federal, State, local govem- 
>^ mental and private agenaes. 

g (c) 'Hiere is authorized to he appropriated not more 

9 than $1,000,000 for any fieoal year to carry out the pro- 

^(j yiaons of this section. 

11 TITLE in-MieCELLANEOUS 

12 UKU8BD AGBEAQB ALLOTMBNTfi 

13 6bo. 301. SectioD 377 of the Agricultural AdjiWtiment 

14 Act of 1938 diall not be applicable to Ihe 1976 and 1977 

15 crop8<rfrice. 

Ig FINAUTT OF FABMEBS' PATUBNTS ANB LOANS 

17 Sec. 302. Effective <»dy with respect to iie 1&76 ai^ 

18 1977 orops of rice, seotion 385 of the Agricultural Adjust- 

19 ment Act of 1938 is amended in t^e first surtence tjiereof 

20 by inserting iinmed»t«ly after "oottoji set-aside program," 

21 &e following: "payments under the rice program auUxM^ 

22 ized by sertion 101 (g) of the Agricultural Act of 1949,". 

23 DBFINTnoif OF OOOPEfiATOB 

24 6bc. 303. Section 408 (b) of the Agrioultunl Act of 

25 1949 is amoided by striUng out tke period at the end of 
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1 die first SMit«Boe and inserting in liea thereto the foSow- 

2 ing: ": Provided further, Thai for dhe 1976 and 1977 

3 CTOpB of rice, a cooperator ahall be a person who hm a rice 

4 acreage aUotment and, ii a eet-aside a in effect, who has set 

5 aside any acreage required under section 101 (g) .". 

6 OOHFOEHmo AMBNDUENT 

7 Sbo. 304. Effective only with reaped to the 197€ and 
S 1977 crops of ric^ section 408 of the Agricultiiinl Act of 
9 1&49 is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow- 

10 ing new sobseiTtioii : 

11 "Reference to Terms Made Applicable to Eice 

12 " (m) R«ferenoe made in sections 402, 403, 406, 407, 
' 13 and 416 t» terms 'support price', 'level of support, and 'level 

14 of price support' shall be considered to apply as well to the 

' 15 level of loam and purchases for rice onder (his Act, and 

16 references made to the terms 'price support', 'price support 

17 operation', and 'price support program' in such sections and 

18 in section 401 (a) shall be considered as applying as well 

19 to the loan and purchase operations for such rice in this 

20 Act". 
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Mr. Mathis. The gentleman from Illinois has served notice that 
he has an amendment which he wants to offer. Even though it doesnt 
appeat in the first title of the bill, without objection, we will allow 
the gentleman from Illinois to offer his amendment. Then, we will 
proceed to an examiniation of the bill on a page-by-page basis. 

Mr. FiNDLEY. I have an amendment which 1 believe should appear 
on page 19 just above the subtitle "iSuspension of Marketing Quotas 
and Other Provisions.'' 

It is a payment to limit the provisions which reads as follows: 
"Notwithstanding any other provision of law the total amount of 
payments which a person shall be entitled to receive during a crop 
year under the rice program shall not exceed $55,000." 

Then, there will be other provisions which are identical to the 
language in the Agricultural Act of 1970 and 1973 which I would 
be glad to read at this point, if you like. 

Mr. Mathis. It is identical language to the 1973 Act ? 

Mr. FiNDLEY. Yes. Except for the first line which restricts it to 
the rice program. 

Mr. BowEN. In principle I am opposed to payments limitations 
because I think they have tended to weaken the rice program. It has 
tended to negate the effectiveness of the target price, and it has 
made the entire attention focused on the loan provision; but I am 
realistic enough to realize that there are votes on the Floor of the 
House adequate to place some limitation on this legislation. 

I wish we had the power and the persuasive skill to persuade the 
majority of the House that if we are going to try to administer a 
target price concept program as opposed to some of the old ones 
that we have had in this country, then we are not going to need a 

f>ayments limitation and that tends to negate the effectiveness of the 
cgislation. 

But, in the absence of a bill to do that, I realize that some limita- 
tion is likely to be placed on the Floor, and I frankly feel that the 
committee would be better advised to support a $55,000 limitation 
than a $20,000 limitation. 

With the support of the gentleman from Illinois and his colleagues 
from other States, such as Massachusetts and other States which nave 
taken an active interest in payments limitations over the years, I 
think there is a real likelihood that we will be able to hold that 
$55,000 limitation on the House Floor. I would rather not cut down 
to the $20,000 limitation. 

Mr. FiNoLEY. I want to assure the gentleman that even though I 
believe a sound case can be made for the payment limitation con- 
cept and even though I think a sound case can be made for a lower 
level payment limitation, if the subcommittee does see fit to accept 
this amendment, then I will defend this limitation against any efforts 
to establish a lower payment in the course of the consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. BowEN. I am very grateful for the gentleman's consideration. 

Mr. Mathib. Is there further consideration of the amendment? 

If not, the question occurs. 

Those in favor, say "aye," Those opposed say "no." 

The ayes have it. 

Mr. Bowen, I think for the purposes of discussion it might be well 
if you would simply take the bill title-by-title with the assistance of 
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staff and explain to the subcommittee exactly what each section dofs ; 
and if possible the difference between that and previous legislation. 

Mr. BowEv. We might want to ask one of the stoff people to simply 
read it and stop periodically to answer any questions. 

Is there anyone who would like to do that ? 

Mr. Matiiib. I think it is the intention of all of us not to go through 
a line-by-line reading but a section-by -section analysis with a possicue 
explanation from the staff as to how that section differs from the cur- 
rent law and exactly what it does. 

Mr. BowEN. I will start out, then, and we can supplement what I do. 

Section 101 simply makes it a 2-year act from 1976 to 1977, 

It also spells out the 1.8 million acres. That, of course, is the amount 
of allotted acreage which would be subject to the loan provisions and 
to target price payments. As I say, that is a compromise figure which 
does not make anybody completely happy. 

Mr. Rose. What is the allotment under the current rice program! 

Mr. BowEN. What is the present figure, staff ? 

UNroENTiPiED Staff Person. It is exactly 1,652,596 acres. Generally 
speaking, the growers preferred a higher fi^re getting up to 2 mil- 
lion ; inasmuch as they would be the beneficiaries, the newer growers 
preferred the lower figure. That is a compromise in the middle. 

I don't think it is a very controversial point. 

Mr, KosE. My question is how has the rice acreage allotment fluctu- 
ated over the past several years ; or has it been the same ? 

Mr, BowEN. Let me ask the staff how the USDA has handled this. 
What kind of fluctuations have there been in the last several years? 

Mr. Henry. It is based on a rather complicated formula. 

Mr. BosE. I am not interested in the formula as much as I am 
interested in what the actual acreage allotment was for the last several 
years. 

Mr. Henry. It has gone between 1.7 and 2 million acres. But, it is 
based on 1956 allotments which was 1,695,000 acres. 

To the best of my knowledge, it has run between 1.7 and 2 million 
acres. It has not gone over 2 million, I don't think. I am sorry, it was 
2.1 million in 197S. 

Mr. BowEN. The old growers we have worked with to try to work 
up this compromise have agreed that that would be a fair figure, that 
is, both the new and the old growers are in agreement that that is the 
fairest figure that we can come up with. 

Am I not correct in saying on page 3 that that is the original lan- 
guage of the present legislation ? 

Mr. Holland. There is one change. 

Mr. BowEN. What is that? 

Mr. Holland. Three percent is reserved for new growers who come 
under the new allotment. This bill reduces it from 3 percent to 1 
percent. 

Mr. BowEN. Will you give us a comment on that? 

Mr. Holland. This was part of the arrangement when they were 
coming together to protect the existing allotment holders. 

As an example, California, Arkansas, and Texas, and Louisiana 
have the problem of going to extra production where we would get an 
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excess in the supplies of rice and also this would hurt the people who 
held the historical allotments. So, ons of the arrangements that we 
came up with was that even though we were going to go with excess 
production, the people who held the allotments could still produce 
over them without penalty and they would hold the reserve of the per- 
centage of the allotment for new growers to one percent. 

I have some figures somewhere which show the exact numbers of 
new allotment holders who would come in, but I don't have them in 
front oi me. 

Mr, BowEN. In effect, that represents a compromise. It is an attempt 
to gain support of rice growers in Louisiana, Texas, and California 
and those areas where there is the strongest support of the traditional 
growers. 

Mr. Mathis. Is the 1-percent figure the only change in this from the 
traditional language in that section? 

Mr. BowEN. Apparently, yes; except there are grammatical inser- 
tions and deletions. 

Mr. Holland. One of the percentage factors in the 3 to 1 percent 
would be used up primarily, as you notice at the bottom of that page, 
to make adjustments in farm allotments to correct hardships. This is 
where a lot of this percentage factor would go. 

Mr. Mathis. This is left to the discretion of the States? 

Mr. Johnson. You are only talking about 10,000 acres, anyway. 

Mr. Holland. 18,000 acres. 

Mr. Bob. Is the language on page 3 the same language, except the 
difference you mentioned, contained in current legislation? Or is it 
rather the same language that was contained in the target price bill 
that was considered last year ? 

Mr. Holland. It was in the target price legislation from last year. 

Mr. Bob. If I recall correctly in the current legislation, when you 
have a national acreage allotment and you are apportioning it in farm 
States it first is apportioned to the States and the State allotments are 
in turn apportioned to the counties and to the farms, then you have 
the difference between the 3 and 1 percent. 

I think that this language is akm to language that was in the target 
price bill of last year where the national allotment is apportioned di- 
rectly to the farms. 

Mr. Mathis. How then does this compare with the current law of 
other programs, like the feed grain programs ? Do you know whether 
it is a 1-percent or 3-percent figure? What does the current rice law 
provide 

Mr. BoR. The current rice law provides that you can withhold up to 
1 percent of the naticmal acreage allotment when you make the appor- 
tionment to States, and you can withhold up to 3 percent of the State 
allotments when you ma^e the apportionment of the State allotments 
to the counties and the farms. 

Mr. Johnson. That is the current rice program. 

Mr. Mathis. In essence we are making no change in that provision 
of the law. 

Mr. BoR. The one change that you are making is that the allotment 
is going to be apportioned by the Secretary directly to farms rather 
than having it go first to States and then from the States to the farms. 

The reason that there is a slight difference is that in some of the 
States in the past the determination of the allocation was made by tie 
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State committees rather than in Washington. Last year, as an admin- 
istrative matter, I think it was done through the Washington office. 

Mr. Mathis. I apologize for holding the subcommittee up, but I am 
still not clear on this. What we are saying about this subsection is that 
we are bypassing the State allocation process. 

Mr. BoR. That is correct. 

Mr. Mathis. These allotments shall be handed out directly from the 
Secretary's office here. 

Mr. BoR. By the Secretary to the farm. 

Mr, BowzN. Then, the reservation of the 1 percent is under the 
control of the Secretaiy. 

Let me ask the staff if, in the preparation of this draft language, 
they considered an alternative to this, that is, to have a State-level 
reallocation rather than a Secretary-level, 

What was the objection! 

Mr. Johnson. Is there a representative of the Department here! As 
a practical matter wouldn't they go through the State offices in making 
these determinations! The Secretary is not going to sit down to figure 
it out! 

Mr. Wells. From a practical standpoint I would suppose that they 
would prefer to have it referred back to the States and then the States 
can refer it to the counties. 

It seems to me that that was what it was under the peanut allotment, 
for example. 

Mr. MATiire. I don't have an amendment now but I would like to 
move this to the States as much as possible. 

Mr. BowEN. I would agree. We might want to suggest, inasmuch as 
we are not going to report the bill out today, we might want to ask the 
staff if they could develop appropriate language to address itself to 
that issue and we could review it later. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee. It seems to me that the absence of somebody 
from the Department of Agriculture is one of our problems. When we 
are discussing this, we ought to have someone here who has something 
to do with the handling of this type of allotments. 

I understood counsel to say that the Secretary's office was making 
these allocations now on some of the other crops, is that right, Mr. 
Bor! 

Mr. BoR. This year the issue came up as to the amount of acreage that 
would be withheld from new farms. The determination was made by 
the Washington office as to what portion of the State allotment would 
be reserved for new farms in each of the States. I think in prior years 
that determination was left to the State committee to make. They deter- 
mined what portion of the 3 percent should be allocated to new farms. 

That may not be so important anymore because this bill wipes out 
that additional 3 percent which could be reserved for new farms and 
only preserves the 1 percent which would be taken out of the national 
allotment for new farms which has been the case in the past. 

Mr, Mathis. That is the question I have: why are we doing this! I 
have not received an answer to that question yet. That is, why we should 
be taking the 3-percent figure away from the States ! 

Mr. BowEN. The issue is not on the percentage amount as much afi 
on the method of allocation. 
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Mr. Mathis. Aa I understand it, what we are doinj; in this bill, H.B. 
8137, is removing the flexibility of the State to allocate this 3 percent 
within the State to new farms. 

Isn't that correct i 

Mr. BoR. It is a little more complicated than that, sir. 

Under current legislation you could i-eserve 1 percent of the national 
allotment and the determination in the past has always been made by 
the Washington office. 

In addition to that, the current legislation provides that up to 3 per- 
cent of the State allotment could be reserved for new farms. That deter- 
mination in years prior to the current year was left to the State com- 
mittees to make. This year, for the first time in many years the national 
office decided that they would utilize the full amount of the 3 percent 
for apportionment to new farms. 

So, there is discretion in the current legislation aa to who makes the 
determination but, as a practical matter in the prior years when you 
get to the 3-percent reserve, that determination was made by the State 
committees. 

Mr. Mathis. But in the bill that we have 

Mr. Bob. In the bill that we have now there is no longer the 3-percent 
allocation to new farms. The only amount reserved for new farms is the 
1 percent of the national allotment. That under the current legislation 
is reserved to the Washington office. 

Mr. Mathis. My question is still whether there is a practical reason 
why we have taken the 3-percent figure away from the States! 

Mr. BoR. I cannot answer that. 

Mr, Johnson. Let us go back to the acreage allotment. 

If you have not established an acreage allotment, does that pretty 
well est:iblish a law for the established allotments? Are they all 
taken care of, that is, that percent that they recently have been given, 
isn't that the answer i 

There wasn't any reason to give an additional 3 percent discre- 
tion to the States because we are setting the amount of allotment 
holders acreage in the previous section, 252. Anything else that is 
raven is in addition to the 1 percent which would be given to the 
Washington office. 

Mr. BoR. You really have a policy choice to make. That is, whether 
you want to leave in fact as much as 3 percent of the allotment to be 
apportioned to new farms or whether you want to reduce it as you 
have in this bill from 3 percent to 1 percent. The way the bill has been 
drafted, that would be the total amount of the national allotment 
which could be reserved for apportionment to new farms. 

Mr. Johnson. That would depend on the amount of allotment. If 
it were 2 million acres instead of 1.8 then you could have that dis- 
cretion of 3 percent within the States. 

Mr. Bob. The way the bill is drafted now, you don't have 3 percent. 

Mr. Johnson. That is what I am saying. It relates. These two sec- 
tions interrelate with the 1.8 million set allotment of existing pro- 
ducers and the 1 percent which is going to new producers. "Diat is 
the reason why we settled down to tne 1.8; so, it does not seem to me 
that there is any necessity to allow 3 percent discretion because we 
have set that allotment. 

Mr. BoR. There is another reason and that is that in the past you 
could not grow rice without an allotment. It was important to many 
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people to be able to have as large a reserve for apportionment to new 
farms, whereas under this bill people who don't have allotments would 
be able to grow as much rice as they pleased. Perhaps there is not the 
same need to have a, large percentage. 

Mr, Mathis. I think we should put out for the record that the new 
rice that will be grown under this law, if the subcommittee passes the 
bill and it becomes law, will not be supported by the target price. 
TJierefore, the allotments will still have a certain amount of value 
and you still have a certain number of growers who want to grow 
rice under the allotment system. 

My concern is that you are taking away from the States additional 
flexibility of being able to apportion 3 percent of this as they have in 
the past to new growers. 

I would simply like to ask the staff to draw up the appropriate 
amendment so that, at the proper time, we might consider it. 

Mr. BowEN. The percentage factor, as I say, is one of those areas 
of negotiations between the two sides of the rice-growing world. 

I understand that the older growers would like to hold that per- 
centage to a lower figure and I understand that those who would like 
to grow rice who did not grow it before would like to see it at a higher 
figure. That is something the committee can work on, but those are 
the two sides which are involved. 

In terms of the decision of who makes the allocations, that is some- 
thing that might not be very debatable. We might easily be able to 
look at that in the States. But the issue of how much is involved is 
an issue which is a part of the whole compromise package. 

Inasmuch as everybody can grow rice at once who wants to, it re- 
duces the importance of this issue dramatically although I should 
point out that it does have some value. It would determine who would 
get some payments. 

Mr. Johnson. Doesn't that get back to the critical issue that di- 
vided the rice growing industry on the whole thing? That is, do the 
new rice growers qualify for allotments! This, in effect, stops them at 
the 1.8 level. There is no reason to expand the allotment to these new 
growers. I don't see the problem. It sounds all right if you let the 
States allocate their 1 percent. 

Mr, Holland. We might explain how we came up with the 1 per- 
cent figure. 

Mr. Carlson. There are two provisions in the present act One is for 
a 1-percent reserve for hardship eases, then there is a 3-percent reserve 
for new growers which has not been exercised in prior years. 

In an effort to come to an agreement on some provision for new 
growers while, at the same time, allowing a provision for hardship 
cases, the reserve in the proposed hill is not to exceed 1 percent ana 
it may be used by the Secretary. 

My understanding from the input from the USDA is that a certain 
portion from the national acreage allotment is needed for hardship 
cases. How much? I dont know. There are some settlements that have 
to be honored, and so forth. So, there has to be some amount of the 
national acreage set aside. 

The 3 percent caused some problems last jear, so, it was decided to 
put in the 1 percent to satisfy both provisions of the present act — 1 
fiercent for the hardship cases, 8 percent for the new growers. The 
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amount remaininf^ from the 18,000 acms, which would be the maxi- 
mum under the proposed bill and how much would be left after you 
got through satisfying hardship cases could be apportioned by the 
Secretary to new growers. 

Mr. Mathis. That explains it to my satisfaction. I have no objec- 
tions then on that basis. 

Mr. BowEN. Our effort has been all along to have both sides of the 
rice industry represented ; that is what we have been attempting to do, 
that is, to reconcile the two factions. 

Mr. Mathis. Let us move along. 

Mr. BowEN. On page 4 

Mr. Mathib. I assume this was the language taken from the target 
price language of last year* 

Mr. Henrt. Yes. 

Mr, BowEN. Could you explain this to us, Mr. Henry ? 

Mr. Henrt. This is just a detailed analysis of the whole business of 
allotments and how they would be apportioned. 

Mr. Johnson. It relates as to how you move your allotment. If you 
plant less than 90 percent of your allotment for no good reason, then 
you lose up to 20 percent, isn^ that so ? 

Mr. Henrt. Yes. This is all standard language. 

Mr. Johnson. That is what we have in the present 1973 Farm Act. 

Mr. Henrt. Yes. It is all standard language until we get to section 
102 on page 12. 

Mr. BowEN. There is nothing new on page 4 and on page 5 that 
needs to be commented ont 

Mr. Henht. No. 

Mr. Johnson. If you don't plant for 2 years, you lose yonr allot- 
ment, is that right t 

Mr. Henrt. Yes. 

Mr. BowEN. How about moving to page 6 1 

Can you tell us anything that is located there which involves a 
change from the present legislation and tell us what that might be! 

Mr. Henrt. To the best of my knowledge, there is nothing new on 
page 6. Page 6 through page 11 is all standard language. Until we 
get to section 102 on page 12, that is the payments and loans 

Mr. Johnson. If you don't mind, I would like to read through 
them. We are retaining that provision which allows the sale of 
allotments ! 

Mr. BowEN. The value of that would be drastically reduced because 
of the fact that the production is being opened up. It has a relatively 
low value now in cotton. 

Mr. Johnson. On page 8, is it consistent on the fifth line where it 
talks about "if the producer sells his allotment, his rice history acreage 
may be transferred to another producer who has had previous rice 
producing experience," is it consistent to limit that in those States 
that presently have the allotments! 

Mr. BowEN. That question was raised earlier. I can see no partic- 
ular reason, specially given the restrictive value placed on th^e allot- 
ments at this time. 

I would like to ask the staff if they know any reasons why we should 
not delete that section from it, inasmuch as it would prejudice the 
transfer to- someone who had not had previous rice producing 
experience! 
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Mr. Holland. That was picked up right out of the present law. 

Mr. BowEN. Maybe it does not need to Be there ? 

Mr. Johnson. That is my point. It seems to be inconsistent with 
the idea of expanding production. 

Mr. BowEN. I would certainly be willing to see us delete that 

Mr. Holland. As long as we haTe the same administrative areas, I 
think it would be consistent. 

Mr. Johnson. I move that we strike out that language : "who have 
had previous rice producing experience" on page 8. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee. That is on lines S and 6. Do you agree with 
that,Mr. Bowen? 

Mr. BowEN. I agree with that. On page 8 lines 5 and 6 may be 
transferred to another producer, or producers, provided the following 
conditions are met." That is how it would read now. 

Mr, Henkt. We have no problem with the amendment. 

I just want to comment on one point. It is my understanding that 
the reason why it has been written into the law earlier ia so that no 
one would buy rice allotments for speculative purposes. That was the 
reason for the provision in the current law. I just wanted to clarify 
that point. 

Mr. BowEN. There is not likely to be much speculation on this, given 
the nature of this legislation. I don't think there would be any problem. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee. We would delete lines 5 and 6 on page 8. 
Let us have the clerk read it. 

The Clerk. On page 8, delete lines 5 and 6 beginning with "rice his- 
tory acreage may be transferred to another producer, or producers, 
who have had previous rice producing experience providing the fol- 
lowing conditions are met." 

Mr. BowEN. No. The words to be deleted would be "who have had 
previous rice- producing experience." 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee, Without objection, it will be done. 

Jlr. BoAVEN. It was perhaps more appropriate at the stage where rice 
allotments were very carefully guarded commodities and perhaps it 
does not merit this much space in the legislation now but, inasmuch as 
this is the language from the statute and inasmuch as there would be 
limited value to the allotments we thought it would be better to put 
it in. 

JIt. Henry. We had discussed this matter at length with some of 
the rice officials in the Department and we felt that the language should 
be included in the bill so that everything would be actually spelled 
out HO as not to give the Department too much discretion. 

Mr. Johnson. Referring to page 10, section (E) talks about any 
part of the farm rice acreage allotment on which rice may not tie 
planted and which js voluntarily surrendered shall be deducted from 
the allotment to such farm and may be reapportioned by the county 
committee to other farms in the same county receiving allotments in 
amounts determined by the county committee, to be fair and reason- 
able on the basis of the following factors. 

Subparagraphs (i) and (ii) relates once again to the previously 
existing allotment holders and why it is going again to the old 
producers. 

That seems inconsistent with this bill. 

Mr. BowEN, I don't suppose it does any harm to be in here. 
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Mr. JoHNBON. It seems to me that, while protecting the old growers 
and giving them tJie loan protection and the protection of the target 
price, that we are tiying to care for their interest bnt I don't see the 
justification of giving the abandoned allotments to those individuals. 
We are not extending loan coverage to the new growers. We are not 
giving them target price. Why should we, in fact, give the additional 
protection of the allotment to the existing holders^ 

Mr. BowEN, Is that what it saysf 

For example, is there anything there that says that only allotment 
holders could get that ? 

Mr. .ToHSTBov, It says the past production of rice by producers, 

Mr. BowEN. There are a lot of people who are not allotment hold- 
ers. That would be one of the factors in the formula. I dont think it 
would be a major issue whether we had that item (ii) in there, but 
that is just one of about six different items in the formula to be used 
in reallocating something which we have already decided is of very 
limited value. 

Mr. Johnson. It is of limited value in the years when you don't have 
target price payments but it is of significant value when the market 
price falls below the target price. 

Mr. BowEN, What would you prefer? Leave production in there so 
that someone who has grown rice, and who has shown an interest in 
the production of rice by growing it, that would be some considera- 
tion. Along with that it would be weighted with the other items also. 

I dont have any objection. Does the staff know of anv objection to 
thatt Would anybody be concerned about leaving item (ii) under sec- 
tion (E) ? 

Mr. BoR. If you decide to delete item (ii) then probably you would 
want to delete certain language that comes before the listed items: 
namely — "receiving allotments." The way it is now worded, it would 
be limited to transfer in other farmers in the same county receiving 
allotments. 

Mr, BowEN. That question is one of lanprua^e. It is possible to inter- 
pret that language to mean something else, almost as though you have 
planted a comma after "county" implying that the reallocated allot- 
ments — that the phrase "receiving allotments" there refers to the re- 
allocated allotments rather than the otiier way around. 

You could interpret it that way but why don't we clear that up? 
Could we ask the staff to rewrite that in such a manner that we delete 
the eligibility— to make certain that the eligibility is not just for those 
who are already allotment holders and make certain that that is 
included ? 

Mr. Henrt. There are certain items in these four pages which need 
to be cleaned up. We can take care of that with the Department. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee. If the members of the committee agree, let 
the staff clean this up and come back. 

Mr. Brown, Is there anytiiing in the payments and loans section ! Is 
there any language there with the exception of the figures — the $8 per 
hundredweight for the target price and the $6 for the loan, is that 
the same as for the present statute law t 

Mr, Henrt. There is one change. The change under the target price 
of $8. There is an escalator from the time of Sie enactmrat oi Uie biU. 
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In other words, I think that, at least, under the present agricultural 
legislation, this is not in keeping with the present agricultural legisla- 
tion. There is an escalator \^ich takes effect from tne time the enact- 
ment of tiie bill goes through. So, it could be an escalator the first year 
in the target price. 

Mr. Johnson. Starting in 1976 ? 

Mr. Henry. Yes. 

Mr. BowEN. As opposed to having a moratorium. 

Mr. Henrt. The Department is not too pleased about this provision, 
so it may pose a problem when we take it up with the Department, 

Mr, BowEN. Given the criticism which has been directed at the pre- 
sent legislation with the absence of that escalator, I think we certainly 
need one here. 

Mr. Jones of Tenne^ee. I think it is a good argument for an 
escalator. 

Mr. HoixAND. We might want to add (Jiat, on page 6, we did deal 
with the new lease and transfer provisions and on t£e top of page 7, 
we allow lease and transfer allotments to any owner or operator of a 
farm in the same administrative area. 

Mr, Johnson. That would be part of the amendment process that 
the staff is going to work on. I have never liked that provision at the 
bottom of page 12, 

Mr. BowEN. I would hope, as far as possible, that we could parallel 
the present legislation. If we find whether there needs to be a correc- 
tion, we can consider it. 

Mr. Johnson, It is one of those things that could pass by and the 
next time we go around, if we are not careful, we will have trouble. I 
would just strike that proviso out. 

Mr. BowEN. This is one I gather the Department would be bitterly 
opposed to because this would leave an escalator but without any cor- 
rection factor in the escalator. 

Mr, Johnson. For increased yield. 

Mr. BowEN. Before acting on that, maybe we ought to give it a little 
more thought. 

ilr, Johnson. If we ask them, we know what their answer is going 
to be. 

Mr. BowEN. There may be some other considerations. 

Can staff give nie any further observation on that as to where we 
might stand and what would happen if we did that ? Are there specific 
dollar and cents implications ? 

Mr. Carlson. There is one other consideration. In the event of a 
very low yield or a very high yield, the grower would have the privi- 
lege of bemg able to equalize out an average rather than getting stuck 
with a low yield basis one year and a high yield basis another. This 
gives him a change to average out and receive more of a fair amount 
under the provision. 

Mr. Johnson. That only relates to the increase. 

Mr. Carlson. You may be right. It says "to reflect any change." 
Mr. Johnson. It says "provided that ta^ increase that would other- 
wise be made." This would temper the erfect of the escalation dause. 
I always thought that the escalation clause should have been put in 
in 1973 and I argued for it, but we lost it 
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Mr. BowEN. Would it be fair to put an asterisk there and see if we 
can investigate that more thoroughly^ Then, when we consider it 
again, wf can look nt if with the whole committee i 

Mr. JoHKsoN. I am doing this with the idea that we can remove 
that from the main bill. 

Mr. BowBN. If the staff would do a little checking in tiiis for os to 
see if we are getting into a quagmire in this and what the complica- 
tions might be. Is this loan aangTiage the same as it is in the present 
law ? It looks as if it were the same. 

Mr. Henrt. You will note <m page 18 that the loan rate escalates 
also as the target price escalates ana you will note on the provisions 
of compromi?p rice bill No. 4. loans for the 1977 crop will be at the 
same ratio as the loan rates to the target price of 1976 crops. There is 
about a three- fourth ratio. 

Mr. BowEN. I might mention for the benefit of the committee that, 
even though only the alloted acreage would have a loan, it would cer- 
tainly be our hope, and at worst, our presumption that the price in the 
marketplace would be stabilized by that low level so that the new 
growers would also benefit from the presence of that low level although 
they themselves would not participate in tiie loan. Hopefully, the mar- 
ket price would stabilize around that point. That is not intended to 
be exclusively for the old growers with the allotments. 

Ijet me ask the staff about this disaster payment section. Is there 
anv major change from the present law ? 

This IS on pages 14 and 15. 

Mr. BoR. When you are talking about comparison with the present 
law. I think you probably realize that in the present law the loan level 
is not less than 65 percent of parity. 

Mr. BowEN. I meant the 1978 farm act. Our attempt is to tie it into 
that type of legislaticai. Is this tlien precisely the same! 

Mr. Henry. To the best of my knowledge, it is the same. I dmit 
recall any changes. 

Mr. Johnson. When you get in on page 14 to these disaster pay- 
ments, it says, "The payments shall be the larger of (a) the foregoing 
rate, or (B) one-third of the established price." What is the fore- 
going rate? 

!Mr. Browj7. That may refer to the target price. 

Mr, Bor. I think it is the deficiency payment. 

Mr. BowEN, That is what I mean : the payments under the target 
price. 

Mr. BoK. It is the deficiency payment which appears on page 13A. 

Mr. Johnson. It is not clear to me yet. If yon have a disaster and 
you cannot plant for the reasons listed here, then you get a payment 
that is one-third of the established price that would be the 8 cents on 
the regular yield, that is on the established yield for that particular 
farm. 

Mr. Bor. Or the deficiency payments, if there happens to be de- 
ficiency payments. 

Mr. Johnson. You mean deficiency payments between the loan level 
and the target price? 

Mr. Bor. Yes. 

Mr. Johnson. Thank you. 
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What does tius mean at the bottom of page 14 that, "The Secretary 
shall make no pavment pursuant to this sentence with regard to acres 
which were transferred under section 352(d)") 

Mr. BoR. It is page 6 of this bill, I believe. 

Mr. Johnson. 352(d) is the dissolution of a partnership, 

Mr. BoR. On page 6, it is the section which authorizes the transfer 
of allotments if there is a disaster. 

Mr. Johnson. He transfers his allotment to another farm and he 
got a yield from that other farm as a result of the disaster. I see. 

As an aside, how many payments were made last year by the USDA 
under this provision! I have never seen any figures on Utat. 

Mr. BowEN. Inasmuch as we don't have a target price, then 

Mr. Johnson. But we had in the 1973 act. 

Mr. BowEN. There haven't been any. 

Mr. Johnson. There were no disasters) 

Mr. Wells. It is about $600 million. 

Mp. Wiluaus. I personally don't know of any that were made on 
disaster basis with that sort of transfer. I have never heard of it. 

Mr. Johnson. I know there have been some in my territory. You 
have had disasters in Mississippi also. 

Mr. BowEN. Yes. 

I gather then that all the language here is takui out of the 1973 
act! 

Mr. Johnson. On page 15 we will get into the aet-aside. There is a 
mandatory set-aside if the crop carryover would be 16 percent. Is that 
in the existing law ) 

Mr. BowBN. Yes. 

That does not restrict the man's right to grow a crop. 

Mr. Johnson. It restricts his coverage under the allotment, 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee, I judge that practically all of this lan- 
guage is talffin f rcmi the 1973 law. 

Mr. Henkt. The set-aside provisions of this bill are not taken 
from the 1973 act. There were some substantial changes made in the 
aet-aside program contained in this proposed legislation. It was 
worked out between us and the Department, 

I think that for detailed explanation Mr. Carlson can be of assist- 
ance here. 

Mr. BowEN. You want to run through that for us) 

Mr. Carlson. The Department objects to the word "shall" in the 
first paragraph because this proclaims a mandatory set-aside under 
certain provisions. This can get very confusine. 

What happens is, for example, in determining whether a set-aside 
would be in effect for the 1976 crop of rice, the Secretary makes a 
series of calculations prior to the beginning of that calendar year. 
He calculates what his carryover is going to be on August 1, 
1977, which is the beginning of the marketing year— excuse me, it is 
the carryover of rice — beginning in the calendar year following 
the ciUendar year immediately in which such crop shall be grown. 
That is August 1, 1977. He calculates the disappearance of the 1976 
crop in export and domestic consumption and comes up with the 
projected carryover on August 1, 1977. 
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When he gets this figure, he then estimates production from 1076 
under open production^ he takes the total production for 1976 and 
his carryover which will be in effect on August 1, 1976, that is his 
total supply. He takes 15 percent of that. 

If his carryover en August 1, 1977, is greater than his 15 percent 
of total supply then he must proclaim a set-aside. 

This gives him the opportunity to project the utilization of the 
crop that he ia making the determination for. 

Mr. Johnson. What are the payments under the set-aside? 

Mr. Carlson. In order to be eligible for the program you have 
to set aside what the Secretary said to set aside. This is the discre- 
tionary thing. If the Secretary comes up and he says he needs a set- 
aside, he can make a mandatory set-aside of 10 percent, for example. 

Hiis would mean grower eligibility for the program if the grower 
complied. 

Mr. Carlson. Yes. 

Mr. Johnson. There are no payments for going throngh the set- 
aside or abiding ^ the set-aside. It just reduces your allotted acreage. 

Mr. Carlson. Right. But there are ways to get the benefits on the 
full allotment. 

Then, there is a voluntary set-aside provision. The secretary can 
also come up and say that if you want a land diversion payment 
you can set aside an additional 5 percent or whatever, which is more 
of an enticement and a statement to the industry that there will be a 
trade-off. 

Conse<juently, it is advantageous to cut back. It is a signal to the 
production industry that it would be to their advantage to go along 
with the voluntary set-aside provision in order to be digible for the 
land diversion payment. 

In direct answer to your (juestion, when you comply with the man- 
datory set-aside, all you do is just remain within the program. 

Mr. Johnson. Then, we are actually harming the allotment holder 
by making it mandatory ? 

Mr. Caruon. To that extent, you are except that he is not penalized 
by going beyond his allotment. 

Mr, Johnston. I understand that. But he is penalized if he is in a 
situation where he has to have deficiency payments. 

Mr. Carlson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Johnson. Do you want it in theret 

It would seem to me that the feature should be mandatory. 

In other words, if the Department comes along and projects that 
they are going to have more sales available, why should they hare to 
cut down the production of the target price* That is harming the 
sllotment holder. 

Mr. Carlson. I do want it understood that I am not speakine for 
Congressman Breaux. I do want it understood that I am not doing 
that. I am just explaining the provisions. I would say, with the per- 
mission of uie subcommittee and at the direction of the subcommittee, 
that I would be more than happy to try to rework that language. 

Mr. Johnson. You may just say "may." 

Mr. BowEN, The Department wanted that anyway. 

Mr. Johnson. I would like to see what the Department has to say 
about that 
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There is no reaeon to penalize these allotment holders- 
Mr, Carlson. That is a very real consideration on the part of the 
allotment holders. This is one of the characteristics of the set-aside 
which no one has been clear on. They do not know how it would work 
under those conditions. 

Mr. Johnson. Let us get some clarification on the Department's 
position. You might also contact some of the representatives of the 
existing allotment holders. They may want to have the discretionary 
feature. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee, We have got to find a passage that we have 
got to think about. We have got 12 minutes. What shidl we do! 

Shall we recess and come back? 

Mr. BowEN. We are about to finish it up. Don't you think we could 
come back and finish it up in another 15 minutes? 

Mr. Johnson. There are just the three of us here, I think some of 
the objections that have been expressed might be intensified if we go 
too fast. 

Mr. BowEN. We did not get a chance to ask Chairman Mathis what 
his plans were for the next meeting. I wonder when he will prefer to 
do that. 

It would be my hope that we would deal within the first few days 
after we return from tne recess 

Mr. Johnson. I would like to be able to get this pretty well cleaned 
up so that the people who wanted to go home with it in hand could. 

Mr. BowEN. If we got the minutes of the bill, we could go through it 
ourselves and we conid prepare it at the next meeting with some of the 
new language that the staff could prepare for us. We could take final 
action maylffi and report it to the full committee, 

I will speak to Chairman Mathis and urge him to have that meeting. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee. Without objection, we will stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 4 :05 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.] 
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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



TmJVSDAY, TUKE 26, lOTS 

House of Kepbesentatiyis, 
subcoumittee on ollseedb and kice op the 

couhittee on aoricultnhe, 

Washington, D.C 

The subcommittee met at 1 :30 p.m., pursuant to call, in room 1302, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Dawson Mathis (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Representatives Mathis, Jones of North Carolina, Jones of 
Tennessee, Bowen, Fithian, Johnson and Moore. 

Staff present : Robert Bor, counsel ; John Hogan, associate counsel; 
Steve Allen and Steve Pringle, staff consultants; Norman Gay and 
Rozie Burris, staff consultants, Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Rice; 
and Glenda Temple, staff assistant. 

Mr. Mathis. llie subcommittee will come to order. 

At the time of our previous adjournment, on Tuesday afternoon, 
Chairman Jones advised me that we had proceeded down to what is 
now page 14, line 11, in the printed bill which has been referred to 
this subcommittee, H.R. 8137. 

The Chair wishes to express his appreciation to Mr. Jones for hav- 
ing assumed the duties of chairman the other afternoon in proceeding 
through this bill. 

If it meets with the approval of the subcommittee, we will proceed 
as we did previously. We will try to go through the various provisions 
of the bill. Then we will ask the staff, if they will, to take the bill, 
over the recess, and make whatever technical amendments are neces- 
sary. We hope that at the time that we come back, several members of 
the subcommittee will join in re-introducing the bill in a clean version. 

The Chair would hope that at that time we could get the subcom- 
mittee back together. I understand that Mr. Moore has a substitute 
which he wouldlike to offer at tJiat time. 

We will try, as soon as possible after the recess, to consider the sub- 
stitute of the gentleman from Louisiana and others that might be 
offered. 

Without objection, we wUl proceed. 

We will go forward with a section by section reading of the bill. 

Mr. Bowen, would you like to do this ! 

Mr. Bowen. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. We had gotten to the set- 
aside portion of the bill. I believe that we had actually gone through 
that and discussed it at some length. We felt that we needed to talk 
to some departmental representatives and to others to see what various 
points of view are on the question of mandatory set-asides. 
(8T) 
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I think that we can gather some observations on this. I think we 
do have some representatives here. 

Mr. Mathis, Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. BowEN. Yes. 

Mr, Mathis. We do have two represestatives from the Department 
here today. I apologize, gentlemen, for not rect^nizinj^ your presence. 

I would like to introduce Mr. Ray Voelkel, who is an economist 
with the Department ; and Mr. George Schaef er, who is director of the 
rice division. 

Gentlemen, we appreciate your coming up. I am sure the subcommit- 
tee will have some questions as we proceed. We would certainly like 
to have your opinions on this proposal that we are considering. 

Mr. liowEN. When we discussed this previously, Mr. Johnson was 
here. He observed that he felt that the mandatory set-aside, as I 
recall, would weigh most heavily upon the older growers. So, I was 
interested to know if there was any strong commitment to maintaining 
that, since apparently the Department would prefer to have a non- 
mandatory set -aside. 

If the Department would care to have someone make an observa- 
tion on that point, at this stage, we would appreciate any comment 
you would have. 

Would someone be able to comment on behalf of those who are 
already allotment holders? That might give the committee a little 
better perspective. 

Mr. Mathis. Are you talking about going back to line 8 on page 13 
of the printed bill ? 

Mr, BowEN. Yes, The language is "shall provide" or "may provide" 
for the set -aside of crop land. Tliat was what we were discussing when 
we adjourned last time. 

Mr, Mathis. Do you have any comments on the set-aside provisions ? 
Could you tell us what the Department's position would be on this? 

Mr. Voelkel. Neither one of us is in a position to say definitely, 
I think, certainly, the preference would be to authorize set-aside at 
the discretion of the Secretary. This would be consistent with other 
set-aside legislation. 

We would make it discretionary rather than mandatory as far as 
the set-aside is concerned. 

Mr. BowzN. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis, Mr. Bowen. 

Mr. BowEN. I wonder if I might ask what is the reason for being 
opposed to mandatory set-aside ? What is the Department's thinking 
on that ? 

Mr. VoELXEL. One factor, I guesa, would be that in the case of the 
other commodities, or as in the case of set-aside in general, set-aside is 
viewed as a means of reading overall aggregate of acres rather than 
being aimed at individual crops. In the case of feedgrains, cotton and 
wheat, it is viewed that if you projected having too much aggregate 
acreage then you would take an amount of acreage out of production 
through set-aside. However, with reference to the bill before this com- 
mittee, H.R. 8137, we are talking about tri^ering a set-aside program 
specifically limited to rice. 

Mr. BowEN. What is this set-aside language in our regular docu- 
ments ? Is it mandatory or optional t 

Mr. Bob. It is discretionary. 



.v Google 



Mr. Mathis. If the gentleman will yield, we are talking about en- 
tirely different kinds of situations. 

Xnere are very clear requirements that have to be present before the 
Secretary could make a decision as to set-aside. The set-aside is based 
upon clear requirements. If the set-aside came into play and the Secre- 
tary were ordered by the language of this bill to do that, then we as- 
sume that it would apply not only to the old growers, but the new 
growers. 

If we had a marketing condition in the carryover of rice that was in 
excess of what was needed, then I would simply not find anything 
wrong with having the Seci'etary make a set-aside. This would Iw 
proper when the conditions existed. 

If he were not to do so, then he might jeopardize the position of both 
the old growers and the new growers. 

That is to say, I am talking about the allotment growers and the 
nonallotment growers. The Chair finds no objection to mandatory 
provisions. 

It seems to me that the Secretary would want to have this. He would 
be assured that we would not have a tremendous oversupply of rice 
available in any marketing year. 

I am certain that most of the new growers would have no objection 
to this. Our consideration last time was to attempt to reach a position 
that would be as satisfactory as possible to the present allotment hold- 
ers, the old growers. 

If we seem to be in favor of keeping the mandatory language, thui 
I, personally, would have no objection to the language that we already 
have in the bill, which is mandatory. 

Would anyone else care to offer any observations on tliis at tiiia 
time? 

Mr. JoN£8 of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with 
vou. I see no reason not to stay with the language of the bill as we now 
have it. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Moore, do you have any comment on this at this 
timet 

Mr. Moore. I do not. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis. It is obvious that we are going to have this bill before 
us again in full committee. In fact, the opportunity will be available 
to us to offer amendments. 

I think that if there is general agreement, then we will pass over that 
and go on to the next subject. 

Mr. BowEN. Will the gentleman yield, Mr. Chairman t 

Mr. Mathis. Yes. 

Mr. BowEN. By the time we get this bill to the full committee, then 
if the Department has some more detailed presentation to malffi to us 
at that time, then the full committee would be happy to entertain that 
presentation. 

Mr. Bob. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis. Yes. 

Mr. BoR. There is a factor that the subcommittee may want to give 
consideration to at this time. This is whether or not the set-aside would 
be required, at least under this bill, based upon estimates made on 
Januaiyl. 
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The subcommittee may want to give consideration as to what the 
situation would be if the turn of events in the subsequent 2 or 3 
months throws your estimates out of gear. 

When you get the new figures, more reliable figures, then the for- 
mula at that time may no longer call for a set-aside. 

The way that the thing is now worded you are locked inta a posi- 
tion as of January 1, based upon estimates. As the year progresses and 
as more reliable figures come to play, you would want to be able to take 
account of those m judging as to whether or not a set-aside is to be 
decided. 

Mr. Mathis. Obviously, the subcommittee will have to stand in 
recess for a few minutes at this time because of the call of the bells 
for a vote. 

When we do come back, we can continue. I would hope that the mem- 
bers would come directly back. 

The subcommittee stands in recess at this time. 

[Recess taken,] 

Mr. Mathis. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Before we left we were discussing something that I now want to ask 
a question about. 

If we were to change this word "shall" as it is now in the language 
of the bill to the word "may," then would the Secretary have to m^e 
a determination on January 1 ? 

Mr. VoELXEL. Do you mean that there would be no other change than 
just the word "shall" to the word "may" ? 

Mr. Mathis. Yes, 

Mr. BoE. We could word this in such a way that it would make it 
abundantly clear that the estimate would have to be made before 
January 1. 

With the word "may," it is a little ambiguous. It is implicit that 
the estimate would have to be made. But to avoid any problems we 
could make it explicit. 

Mr. Mathis. I am sorry. I do not know what you mean when you say 
that he has the discretion to go either way at this time- 
Mr. BoH. Excuse me, if we were to provide the word "may" instead 
of the word "shall." then it would be implicit that he would have to 
make an estimate before January 1 and arrive at a judgment as to 
whether or not, based upon that estimate, he would want to impose 
set-aside. 

In order to avoid ambiguity I think that it may be well to require 
that, if you were to put the word "may" in, he would be under an obli- 
gation before January 1 to make the estimate and publish the estimate. 

Mr. Mathis. Is it your opinion that the language that is now wm- 
tained in the section does not force him to make that determination 
before Janua^ 1 ? 

Mr. BoR. If you leave the word "shall" in there, then it does. 

Mr. Mathis. Then if you change it to "may", then if he makes a 
determination, then he still must make it prior tx> January 1. 

Thai is my question. Would it be a solution to the problem! 

I should direct this question, perhaps, to Mr. Shaefer. 

Would it be helpful if we were to add some type of language that 
would allow him to make a preliminary estimate that is to be set- 
aside by January 1, and then at some date such as April 1 come back 
with a final determination about the set-aside. 
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Mr. Schaefer, would you care to comment ? 

Hr. Schaefer. I should think that the additional months are very 
belpful. We would have those additional months to look at the world 
situation, how things are in Southeast Asia, the impact of the world 
crop, and the demand. 

I think it would not be too late to disrupt the normal planting of 
rice, if we were to have the April date. We have, in past years, in- 
creased acreage allotments in April and, as far as 1 loiow, everyone 
was able to get a crop in. 

We do not see any objections to that. 

Mr. Mathis. It IS the opinion of the Chair that we should retain 
the word "shall." I think that we need to have that in. 

Mr. Johnson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, Mathib. Mr. Johnson, 

Mr. Johnson, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. When we were discussing 
this the other day, we arrived at some ideas. I would like to raise some 
of those questions at this time. There was no vocal disagreement on the 
fact that this is a mandatory requirement that would work adversely 
against interest of the rice farmer. 

Mr, BowEN, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Johnson. Yes. 

Mr, BowEN. I thank the gentleman for yielding. In your absence a 
few minutes ago we had a lengthy discussion of this. 

From that discussion I would say that it appears that the rice 
farmer is the one that wants this. The old growers or the traditional 
allotment holders are the ones that want it. 

If they want it, then we would have no reason to oppose letting them 
have it. 

Mr. Johnson. That is the point that I raised the other day. 

Mr. BowEN, You and I had the same point of view. We thought 
that it would be restrictive of them. But they seem to prefer that. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Moore- 
Mr, Moore. I think that this is true. I concur. That is the opinion 
of the rice growers in Louisiana, 

Mr. Mathis. Before you got back, Mr. Moore, I proposed for discus- 
sion retaining the word shall. This would allow the Secretary to come 
back on April 1, and make a final determination. 

The gentlemen from the Department observed that they would have 
a chance to look at the world situation. 

Mr. MooKE. I see. 

Mr. Mathis. If there is no objection, then we would direct counsel 
to make the appropriate amendments to help make a clean bill and we 
could then proceed, 

I recognize Mr. Bowen. 

Mr. BowEN. That brings us down to the next matter. In working 
with Mr. Bor, the counsel, on this in the interim since our last discus- 
sion, I think that some of the language, in his opinion, might have 
some problems. 

Are we at that section at this time ? 

Mr. Bor. This is not the language that I was discussing earlier. It 
was some of the earlier language. 

I do, however, have a question about the section that deals with the 
set-aside acreage. 
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On page 13, at line 17, 1 find something that I would like to bring 
to your attention. It says : 

If a set-Bslde of cropland 1b In eO«ct under this pttTtignpb then, as a cooditloD 
of eUglbiUtr for payments under paragraptt <8) of tUa sabsectlon, the coopera- 
tors must set aside and devote to conservation uses an acreage of cropland, etc. 
tbat la required. 

The question that I have is : Is it the intention that this be a condition 
only on eligibility for payments, or is this a condition of eligibility 
for loans, also J 

Mr. Mathib. How does that language compare with other 
legislation 1 

Mr. BoR. For feed grains, wheat and cotton, the bills say a condition 
of eligibility for payments, loans and purchases. 

Now, another part of tliis bill says that to be eligible for a loan you 
have to be a cooperator. A cooperator is defined as someone who nas 
set aside the required acreage. I was a little confused as to whether it 
was the intention that to be eligible for a loan you do have to comply 
with the set-aside. 

Mr. BowEN. In other words, we ought to be consistent in our 
language and correct one or the other of those. 

Mr. Boh. Yes. 

Mr. Mathis. The other section of the bill does not interfere with 
this section in any way. 

What you are simply saying is that we need to have the same 
language in both places. 

Mr. BoR. Yes, if it is your intention that the person who wishes to 
obtain a loan must comply with the set-aside, then I think that we need 
to add, in lines 18 and 19, a reference to loans as well as to payments. 

Mr, Mathis. Would you prepare the proper language along those 
lines as well. 

Mr. BowEN. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, Mathib. Mr, Bowen. 

Mr. BowEN. Since we have passed over this section already it would 
be my duty to point out to the subcommittee liiat Mr. Frick indicated 
to me today that he feels that the Department would be opposed to 
escalator factors in the loan rate and target price in the first year. 

The subcommittee micht consider that in its deliberatjone. 

He feels that he might not object to the escalator being applied 
in the second year, but that he would be opposed to its application for 
the first year. 

That IS, after the passage of this legislation, in the ensuing time 
until the next crop year, under the present language of this bill the 
escalator would take effect 

Mr, Mathis. It would be the feeling of the Chair that we will 
probably face this issue when the bill reaches the full committee. 

The full committee can take this up. It would be my opinion at that 
time to support the position that is in the bill. I think we have enough 
trouble witn the 1973 act that did not provide an escalator clause. I 
have no intention of supporting any amendment that would take away 
the escalator clause for one month. 

We are going to face this in the full committee. I would surest 
very strongly that we leave the language intact 
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Mr, BowEN. I would agree with the Chairman. I would remind the 
cmnmittee that this works up and down. It is a de-escalator as well 
as an escalator. 

Mr. JoHNSoK. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Johnson, I have been advised by the Department that the 
eecalator relates both to the loan and to the target price. They want 
to be sure that anjy downward adjustments do stay in. 

I thought that it should be made clear that that is the Department's 
position. It will, obviously, be enunciated in the fuU committee by 
those who agree with that position. 

I do not think that there is any reason for us to try to pr^end 
that they are not going to try to raise that issue. As you do, I feel 
that the loan escalator should have been in the 1973 act. I do not like 
that downward adjustment at all. 

I do not know whether we ought to take a vote on it or whether we 
ought to leave it there. I would suggest that we continue. I do not 
want to offer the Department's amendment. If anyone else wants to, 
they are certainly aware of the Department's position at this time. 

Mr. Mathis. Does anyone have anything to offer on this? 

Mr. Jokes of North Carolina. I wish to say that I support the Chair- 
man's position. We have had enough experience with sadness with the 
1973 a«t I would hate to go through anything like that a^ain. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Bowen, would you like to proceed with the next 
section ? 

Mr. Bowen, Yes. What we were doing last time is just giving the 
members a chance to read the bill, not reading it out loud. Then we 
were entertaining any comments that were applicable to the various 
sections. 

Mr. Johnson. Is this printed copy exactly the same as what we had 
before? 

Mr. Bowen. Yes. 

Mr, Johnson. Does it have the amendments that we were talking 
about ^ 

Mr. Bowen. No, it does not have anything that we took action on 
in subcommittee last time. 

Mr. Johnson. Has the staff prepared those amendments? 

Mr. Bowen. Yes, to my knowledge. At least they have discussed 
them and provided outlines. By the time we come back here next time, 
shortly after the end of the recess, for final discussion on this, we hope 
that we can report it out to the full committee with all of this amended 
language in final form. 

Mr. Mathis. This section (5)(B) — is this standard language? 

Mr. Bowen. I would like Mr. Bor to answer if he sees any objection 
to the language there. Is it similar to the basic statutory language 
that applies? 

Mr. BoR. It is very close. It is almost identical with the language 
that now appears in the other set-aside provisions of the law. 

Mr. Mathis. What about section (6) ? 

Mr. BoR. That is also practically identical. 

Mr. Mathis. What about ( 7) ) 

Mr. Johnson. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Mathis. What about (7), (8), (9}, (10), (11), and (12) t 



9), (10). 
lUi the 1 



Mr. Mathis. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Johnson. As we were reading throu^ this last time we fonnd 
that there were several places where we might want to make changes. 

If you do not mind I would like to take a moment to read through 
this carefully. I will read as quickly as I can. 

Shall W6 go on to section 103 i 

Mr. Mathis. Are there any other questions from other members at 
this time, before we go tm ? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Mathis. Whi 

Ail of this language is consistent wi^ tlie previous language in 
comparable bills i 

Mr. Bob. That is right. 

Mr. Mathis. Down to section 103. 

Mr. Johnson. Would the staff please explain something about sec- 
tion 103} 

Mr. Bob. Section 103 makes inapplic^le the proTimons of the Agri- 
ctiltural Adjustment Act of 1938 that are supplanted by the new 
biU. 

In other words, the provisions relating to marketing quotas and the 
allocations of allotments imder the old system are involved. What it 
does is to make those provisions inapplicable just for the lifetime of 
this bill. This is a 2-year bill. 

After the 2 years elapse, then the regular and permanent proviaons 
come back into play. 

Mr. Mathis. Would not the Findley amendment on authorization 
come in at the end of section 103? 

Mr. Boa. I think that would appear just before 103, as perhaps 
paragraph 13. 

Mr. Mathis. That obviously is not in this bill. It would appear in 
the new bill. 

Mr. BoR. Yes. The payments all come in the previous section. The 
payment limitation would be a paragraph at the end of that section 
wluch would limit the payments to a total of $55,000. 

Mr. Mathis. Title II, section 201. 

Mr. Johnson. Is there anything in the area of rice research that is 
going on at this time ? 

I am talking about the eight criteria that are listed under title II. 
Could the people from the Department tell us about that ! 

Mr. VoELKEL. Either the Agricultural Research Service or the Eco- 
nomic Research Service would be able to tell you, but I am not familiar 
with that. 

Mr. ScHAKFER. That is correct. 

Mr. Mathis. Where does this language come from ? 

Mr. BowzN. This has been in several versions of the bill, as it was 
introduced. It was included in the bill that was introduced last year. 
TTiere seems to be wide sentiment throughout the rice industry that 
a section on rice research be included. Rather than take the leftover 
bits and pieces of money left in the Department, they wanted their 
own rice research allocation. 

They wanted some specific amount earmarked for rice research. Rice, 
of course, ha? always been a kind of poor relation in the Department 
of Agriculture to a certain extent.' 
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Now that it has growing importance in our economy and in the 
economy of the world, there is a feeling that we ought to nave a section 
on it. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Johnson, do you have any objection i 

Mr. JOHKSON. No ; I have no objection. I was just wondering if there 
were any present progi'ams going on and whether this amount of 
money was appropriate and should be increased or cut down or what. 

Mr. ScHABi^R, I want to add that I know that there are grants given 
under the cooperative research program. Many of the grants are for- 
eign grants. I do not know the extent of the dollars that constitute 
these grants. 

Some of them go for 3 to 5 years or some of them go 1 or 2 years. 
As I recall, most of them are in foreign countries. 

Mr. Mathis. I would like the committee staff to find out what the 
situation is on rice research now, 1 would like to have the information 
when we come back. 

We are now referring to section 301. Mr. Bor, does that simply do 
what section 103 ? 

Mr. Bob. That is right. 

Mr, Mathis. Section 302, what does that do? 

Mr. BoR. Section 302 is a provision that is comparable to similar 
provisions in the rice and feed grain and cotton bill. It makes the 
determination of the Secretary linal with respect to questions that 
arise on payments that are made under the pn^ram. 

Mr. Mathis. And section 303? Does that simply allow a cooper- 
ator to take part in the program ? Is that correct ? 

Mr, Bor. Section 303 is tied in with the loan and payment pro- 
visions. Those provisions say that, in order to receive payments and 
loans, you must be a cooper ator. 

A cooperator here is a person who has an allotment. If there is a 
set-aside in effect, then it is a requirement that you comply with the 
set-aside. 

Mr. Mathis. What about section 304 ? 

Mr. Bor. These are just technical provisions in section 304. It is 
designed to make sure that the general provisions of the 1949 act 
sppfiea to rice. 

Mr. Mathis. The Chair would like to ask the staff to make the 
necessary amendments that we have erected and have a new bill 
drawn. If at all possible, I would like to have that done by the time 
we come back from recess. They should be pepared for introduction. 

Mr. BowEN. Mr. Chairman, would it be the Chair's intention that 
we make an att«mpt to meet perhaps the first week after the recess. 

Mr. Mathis. I believe that the 16th is the earliest that we could 
have a hearing, according to the committee scheduling. 

Mr. BowEN. Do you mean in terms of availability of rooms? 

Mr. Mathis, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. JoHxsox. We would have to have this all ready to go because 
there will be people, who, I understand, will offer motions to report 
other bills. 

Mr. BowEN. Then what will it be ? 

Mr. Johnson. We will have plenty of time to look at this and 
there will be motions to report other bills to the floor. 



.v Google 



46 

Mr. Gat. So the committee rooms are all occupied the first week. 

Mr. Johnson. It will be Wednesday of the seccmd week when we 
come back. 

Mr. Gat. The full committee has it tied up the first week in caucus. 

Mr. Mathis. At this time the subcommittee will adjourn, subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

[Whereupon, the subcommittee adjourned at 2 :45 p.m.] 
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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OP 1975 



WEDNZBDAT, JTTLT 16, 1975 

House or Kepresentatives, 

SUBCOMMTITEE ON OiLSEEDB AND RiCE OF THE 

COMMmEE ON AORICULTCRE, 

Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3 :15 p.m., in room 
1302, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Dawson Mathis (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Representatives Mathis, Jones of North Carolina, Bowen, 
Fithian, Findley, Johnson, and Moore. 

Staff present : Robert M. Bor, counsel ; John E. Hogan, associate 
counsel; Norman Gay, staff consultant, Subcommittee on Oilseeds and 
Rice; L. T, Easley, press assistant; and Anita Brown, staff assistant. 

Mr. Mathis. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Gentlemen, we have before us this afternoon H.B, 8529, introduced 
by myself, Mr. Jones of North Carolina, Mr. Jones of Tennessee, and 
Mr. Bowen. 

Without objection the bill will be sulHnitted as having been read and 
open for amendment at any points. 

[The bill H.R. 8529 and the U.S. Department of Agriculture rejMjrt 
follow :] 

(47) 
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^--"^ H. R. 8529 



IN THE HOUSE OF REPEESENTATIVES 

Jm-T 10,1975 
Mr. Mathu (for himself, Mr. Joneb of Ctrolina, Mr. Jones of Tenneesee, and 
Mr. Bowbn) introduced the following bill ; which was referred to the Com- 
iniUee ou Agriculture 



A BILL 

To establish improved programs for the benefit of producers 
and consumers of rice. 

1 Be it enacted hp the Senate and House of Representor 

2 iivet of Oie United States of America in Congress assetnbledi 

3 SHOBT TITLE . ■ j . . i . ; 

4 Sbotion 1. This Act may be cited as the "Kce Pro- 

5 duction Act of 1975". 

6 TITLE I— RICE ALLOTMENTS AND . 

7 PKIOE SUPPORT ■ ■ , . , • 

8 NATIONAL ACBBAQB ALLOTMENT AND ALLOCATION 

9 8bo. 101. Effective for the 1976 and 1977 crops of 

10 rice, section 352 of the Agricultural Adjuatment Act fit 

11 : 1938 is amended to read as foUows: 
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1 "6bc. 352. (a) Tlhe SecnUiy shall esUblish f<ff each 

2 of the 1976 and 1077 crofn of rice a national acreage allot- 

3 ment in die amount of one million eij^t hundred thousand 

4 acres. 

g " (b) The national acreage allotnient for each sndi crop 

Q of rice shaU be ^portioned by the Secretary to fanns, and in 

7 producer States and adnunistradve areas, to producers on the 

g basis of the rice allotments est^lished for the 1975 crop 

9 as adjusted in aocordanoe widi subsection (c) (A ika seo- 

IQ tion: Provided, Timt not to exceed 1 per centum of tlie 

11 national acreage aUolment apportioned within eac^ State 

12 may be reserved by Uie State committee for (1) ^por- 

13 tionment to new rice farms and new rice producers on the 

14 basis of the following factors : suitsbility of the laud for tiie 

15 production of rice, the extent to wiiit^ the farm operator 
IS (or producer in the case of a producer aUotmeut) is de- 

17 pendent on ioecnae from farming for his livelihood, the 

18 production of rioe (m other farms owned, operated, or con- 

19 trolled by sadi person, and sudi other factors as the State 
29 oonmiittee determines should be considered for the parpose d 

21 establiidung fair and equitable licQallobnents; (2) making 

22 adjuBtments in faim allotments to correct inequitiea or to 

23 prevent hardships; and (3) making corrections in farm 

24 01 producer aHobnents. 

26 "(o) (1) If for any crop the total atnvage pUnted to 
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1 rice on a f&rm is less tfaan the ric« aUotment for the fann (or 

2 in prodacer administrative areas, the prodacer aHotments 

3 allocated to the farm) , the farm or prodncer allotment used 

4 as a base for the sacceeding crop shall be reduced by the 
6 percentage by which sDch [^nted acreage was leas than the 

6 allotment for the farm, but s»ch reduction shall not exceed 

7 20 per centum of the farm or producer allotment for the pre- 

8 cedmg crop ; except that if not less than 90 per centum of the 

9 farm acreage allotment is planted to rioe, the farm shfdl he 

10 oonudered to have an acreage planted to rice equal to 100 

11 per centum of «ich aUotment. For purposes of this para- 

13 graph, an acreage on tiie farm which the Secretary detei> 

15 mines was not planted to rice because of drought, flood, other 

14 natural disaster, or a condition tiejond the crmtrol of the pro- 

15 dueer shall be conadered to be an acreage planted to lice. 

16 For the purpose of this paragraph, the Secretary may permit 

17 producers of rice to have acrenge devoted to soybeans, 

16 wheat, feed grains, sugar, castor beans, tritioale, oats, cot- 

19 ton, rye, or anch other crops as the Secretary may deem 

20 appropriate, considered as devoted to the production of rice 

21 to such extent and sabject to such terms and conditions as 

22 the Secretary determioes wQl not impair ithe effective opera- 
2S tion of the rice program. 

24 " (2) If no acreage is planted (or regarded as planted) 

25 to rice lor two consecutive crop yeats on any farm which 
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1 had a farm smee^e allotment ior sudi years ©r for any 

2 producer ■w^ch had a pnoducer ellolment for sacii years, 

3 sudi &irm or prodncer 9hfdl lose ils ellolment. 

4 "(3) NotwlUistanding the provisions of paragra|die (1) 

5 and (2} of this snbsection, no farm or producer allotment 

6 shall be reduced or lost through fsalure to pliuit, if die 

7 oooperator elects not to receive payments for tiie portion of 

8 tbe farm or producer allotment not planted to which he 

9 would otherwise be entitled under the provisions of section 

10 101 (g) of the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

11 " (d) Notwithstanding any other provisioa of this Act, 

12 if tbe Secretary determines for any year that, because of 

13 drought, flood, other natural disaster, ot a condition beyond 
^^ the control of the person invfdved in the production of rice, 
^ none or only part of the acres of an allotment can be timely 
^* planted or replanted by or for such person in such year, 
17 the Secretary may authorize for such year the transfer 
1® of the total number of such acres which are so effected to 
^ another farm in the same or any nearby oounty, but within 
20 the same administrative area, on which one or more persons 
31 on the farm from which the transfer is made will be engaged 
^ in ifae production of rice and will share in the proceeds 
^ thereof, in accordnoce with auch regulations as the 6ecre- 
24 tary may prescribe. Any allotment, or portion thereof. 
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1 trauBfeired under this eubseclMMi shall be regarded as planted 

2 to rice on the fann from which the tnuiBfer is made f^r 

3 purposes of estabUshing future farm allotments. For tbe 

4 purpose of debermining the amount (A payments and lo&os 

5 made under eection 101 (g) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 

6 with regard to forme to which aUotmenta, or portions tber^ 

7 of, are transferred under this eubseotion, the Secretary ^lall 

8 establish a fann yield for any such fann for which there is 

9 DO established yield. 

10 "(e) (1) The Secretaiy shall penult the owner end 

11 operator of any farm for whic^ a farm acreage ^otm^t 

12 has been estabhshed to eeU or lease all or any part, or the 

13 right to all or any part of such allotment, to any other 
a ownw or operator <rf a iann in the same administrative 
1^ area, or to bunsfer all or any part of such allotment to any 

16 other farm owned or controlled by him ia llie same fuhnin- 

17 istrative area. The Secretary shall also permit die person 

18 for whom a producer aUotment has been estshlished to seJt 

19 or lease all or any part of such allotment to Miy other person 

20 in the same administrative area. 

21 " (2) (A) If a producer in a State in which fscna rice 

22 acreage allotmenti are determined on the basis of past 

23 prodactiou of rice by the producer <hi tiie farm dies, his 

24 history of rice production shall be apportioned in the whole 
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1 or in part amon^ his heirs or devisees according to die ex- 

3 tent to which they may continne, or have continued, his 
8 fanning operations, if satisfactory proof of such succession of 

4 fuming operatioiH b famished ttie Secretary. 

6 "(-B) Upon dissolution of a partnership in a State in 

6 which farm rice acrea^ ^otmenta sre detennined on the 

7 basis of past production of rice by the producer on the 

8 farm, the partnership's history of rice production shall be 

9 divided among the paxtners in such proportion as agreed 

10 upon in writing by the partners. 

11 " (O) Any part of the farm rice acreage allotment on 

12 which rice will not be planted and which is volnntarily sur- 

13 rendered to the coun^ committee shall be deducted from 

14 the allotment to such farm and may be reapportioned by 

15 the county committee to other farms in the same county 

16 in amounts detennined by the county committae to be fair 

17 and reasonable. Any allotment surrendered under this sub- 

18 paragraph shall be regarded for purposes of this subsection 
X9 as having been planted on the farm from which it was 

20 amrendered. 

21 " (f ) Any acreage planted to rice in excess of the farm 
m or prodooer acreage allotment in the crop years 1975 and 

., . jhaU not be taken into account in establishing farm, or 

21 producer acreage allotments in any year following snch 

25 period.". 
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1 FATMBNTS AND LOANS 

2 8bo. 103. Effective for the 1976 and 1977 crops of 

3 rice, section 101 of the Agrtcnltaral Act of 1949 is amended 

4 by adding the following ncFw subsection at the end ithereof: 
^ "(s) Ifotwithst&ndmg any other provision of law — 

6 "(1) The established price for Hie purpose of making 

7 payments on rice under this stAsection shall be $8 per 

8 fanndredwMgfat in lite case of the 1976 crop, adjusted to 

9 reflect any (diauges in the index of prices paid by hrmers 

10 for production items, interest, taxes, and wage rates during 

11 the period be^nning on the date of enactment of the Rice 

12 Prodacdtoi Act of 1975, and ending July SI, 1976; for 

13 the 1977 crop the establiBbed price shall be the established 
^^ {Mioe for die 1976 crop adjusted to reflect any cbuiges in 
^ the index of prices paid by burners for prodaodon items, 
^^ interest, taxes, and wige. rates during the twelve^nontfa 
^' period immediately preceding July 81, 1977: Provided, 
1^ That any increase litat would otherwise be made in the 
19 established price tixc the 1976 and 1977 crops to reflect 
^ a change in the index of prices pud by taxmtsi may be 
^ further adjusted to reflect any change in (i) the national 
^ average yield per acre of rice for the three calendar years 
^ preceding the year for ■which the det«nnination is made, 
^ over (ii) the nationa] average yield per acre for the three 
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1 calendar years preceding llie year previous to the one for 

2 wfaioh the determioatioii is made. 

3 " (2) The Secretary shall make available, to eooperators 

4 m the several States of the United States, loans and por- 
6 chases on die 1976 crop of rice at a rate equal to $6 per 

6 hundredweight, adjusted to reflect any changes in the index 

7 of prices paid by farmers for production items, interest, taxes, 

8 tmd wage rates during the period be^ning on the date of 

9 enactment of the Bice Production Act of 1975 and endii^ 

10 July 31, 1976: Provided, That any increase in the rate of 

11 loam and purchases for the 1976 (stop to reflect a idiange in 

12 the index of prices paid by famneis may be furtjier adjusted 

13 to reflect the change described in the proviso in paragra^ 

14 (1) of this subsection. Loans and purchases for the 1977 
■15 crop shall be estaWished at such rate as bears the same ratio 

16 to the loan rate for the 1976 crop as the established price for 

17 the 1977 crop bears to the estal)lished price for the 1976 

18 crops. The loans and purchases for the 1976 and 1977 crops 

19 shall be made available to each cooperator with respect to a. 

20 quantity of rice detennined by multiplying the aUotoieDt of 

21 the cooperator for the crop by the yield established for the 

22 farm, as determined in the manner described iu the second 

23 sentence of paragraph (4) ^ this subsection. 

24 " (3) The Secretary shall make available to eooperators 

25 payments for each of the 1976 and 1977 crops of rice grown 



.v Google 



56 



9 

1 in the several 8tatra of the United States at a rate equal tu 

2 the amount by which the established price for the crop of 

3 rice exceeds the higher of — 

4 " (A) the national average market price received by 

5 farmeFB diuing the first five months of the marketing 

6 year for such crop, as determined by the Secretarj- ; or 

7 " (B) the loan level determined onder paragraph 

8 (2) for soch crop. 

9 " (4) The payments for the 1976 and 1977 crops shall 

10 be made available to eac^ cooperator with respect to a quan- 

11 tity 4^ rico determined by mnltifrfying the allotment of the 

12 cooperator for the crop by the yield established for the farm. 

13 The yield for the brm for any year shall be detenniued on 

14 the basU of the actual yields per harvested acre for die three 

15 preceding years: Provided, That the actual yields shall be 
Ifi adjusted by the Secretary for abnormal yields in any year 

17 caused by drou^l, flood, other natund disaster, or condition 

18 l)eyond the ccmtrol of the cooperator. If the Secretary de- 

19 termines that the persons involved in producing rice on 

20 a farm are prevented from planting all or any portion of 

21 the acres of the producer or farm acreage allotment to 

22 rioo or other noneonserviug crop, becanse of droughts, flood, 

23 or ^tber natuml disaster or condition beyond the control 

24 of the producer, the rate of payment with regard to such 

25 acres so effected shall be die larger of (A) the foregoing 
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1 rale, or (B) <m»-diird of the established price, except that 

2 the Seoretery aball nuke do paymfott porsoaut to this 

3 Bentence on a farm from which acres were transferred onder 
i section 352 (d) of the Agricultural Adjastment Act of 19S8 

5 wth respect to the transferred acreage. If the Sewetary de- 

6 tennines tliflt, becanse of such disaster or owiditioD, the total 

7 qoantity of rice whidi the persons involved in producing rice 

8 are able to harvest on any farm is less than 6&f [>er centum 

9 of the farm acreage allotment times the yield of rice estab- 

10 lished for the farm, the rate of payment for the deficiency in 

11 production below 100 per centum shall be the larger of (A) 

12 the foregoing rate, or (B) one-third of ^e established price, 

13 Any payment made onder the previous two sentences with 
11 regard to acres transferred under section S52 (d) of the Ag- 

15 ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shell be calculated with 

16 respect to the farm yield established on the fann to which 

17 such tK^^ were transferred. 

18 " (5) (A) The Secretary shall provide for a set-aside 
10 of cropland for a crop of rice if he estimates (withont tak- 

20 ing into consideration the effect of a set-aside), that the 

21 carryover of rice for the marketing year beginning in the 

22 calendfu" year immediately following die calendar year in 

23 which such crop will be grown will exceed 15 per centum 

24 of the total supply of rice for die marketing year beginning 

25 in the cnlendar year in which such crop will be grown. The 
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1 to provide sn adequate supply of stteh commodities, is not 

t likely to increase tlie cost of the price support prognun, and 

8 will not adversely affect larm income. 

4 " (B) To assist iu adjusting the acreage of rice to 

5 desirable goab, the Secretary may make land diversion 
« payments, in addition to the payments authorized in para- 

7 gn^ (3) of this subsection, to cooperators on a farm who, 

8 to the extent prescribed by the Secretaiy, devote to approved 

9 conservation uses an acreage of cropland on the farm in addi- 

10 tion to that reqaired to be devoted under subparagraph (A) 

11 oi this paragraph. The land diversion payments for a farm 

12 shall be at sudi rate or rates as Iho Secretary determines 

13 to be fiur and reasoaable taking into consideration the diver- 
U sion undertaken by the cooperalor and the producdvi^ of 

15 the acreage diverted. The Secretary shall limit the total 

16 acreage to be divvied under agreements in any conn^ 

17 or locaJ dunmunity so as not to adversely affect the economy 

18 of (he couufy or loodl community. 

19 "(6) The rice program formulated under this sub- 
ao section shall require the cooperators to take sidi measures 

21 as the Secretary may deem appropriate to protect the set- 

22 aside acreage tad the additional diverted acreage from ero- 

23 sion, insects, weeds, and rodents. &udi acreage may be 
21 devoted to wildlife food plots or wildhfe habitat in conjorm- 
25 ity with standards eetabtisbed hy th* Secretary in oonsulta- 
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IS 

1 tioB with wildlife agenoies. l^e Seientmry-mAypAy ha af- 

2 pmpmte share, of the cost of pneticeB diHgncd to eairy ofit 

3 the puiposes of the fbregung senteecei. ^e Secretary m^ 

4 provide for an additional paynwnt on such acreage in tlie 

5 amount detemuned by the 6eca«tary to be. appropriate gi 

6 relation to the Wietit to the general public ii the cooperatflr 

7 agrees to permit, without oidier cmopensation, access to i^ 

8 or Hneh portion of the fann as the Secretary may prescriJne 

9 by Ike general public, for hunting, trapping, fishing, aqd 

10 hiking, subject to applicable State and S^eral regulaliomi 

11 "(7) If the operator of the farm desires to pardeipat^ 
12' in the program formulated under this subsection, he shqll 

13 file his i^eement to do so no later than'snch date as tb» 

14 Secretary may prescribe. Payments under this- subBeetian 

15 riiall be made Hv^abie -to cooperatois en asch farm only 

16 . if such «ooperators set aside and devote to approved soil 

17 conserving uses an acreage on the farm equal to ihs nmaber 

18 of acres which the operator of Hie iaim agrees to set asidd 

19 and devote to ai^roved soil conserving uses, and -the a^ree- 

20 mrat shall BO provide. The Secretary may, by mutual afre»- 

21 ment with the cooperators on (he farm, terminate or modify 

22 (my sa4^ agreement entered into pursiunt to ^is subsection 

23 if he detemnaes such aotibn necessary beoaos« of any emer- 

24 gency created by droof^t or oliher distster, or in order to 

25 alleviate a portage m thesupply of rice. 
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J " (8) The Secretary shall provide adeqaate safeguards 

3 to proteot the interesta of tenants and sharecroppers induding 
2 [ffovifflion for ahaiing, on a fair and eqokable basis, in pay- 

4 menlB under dils nibBeolaoo. 

5 " (9) Id die case in which the failure of a oooperator 
I to comply folty widi the tenns and conditions of the pro- 

7 gram fonnulated under this subsection precludes &e making 

8 of loans, purdiases, and pajmients, the Secretary may, never- 
theless, make such loans, purchases, and. payments in such 

]0 amounts as he determines to be equitable in relation to the 

U seriousness (tf the default 

j2 "(^0) The Seoretaiy is authorized to issue such rega- 

^ lattons as he determines necessary to cany out the provisions 

14 (rf this subsection. 

16 "(11) The Seorotary shall carry oat the program 

16 authorized by this subsection throng the Commodity Credit 

IT Corporation. 

18 "(X2) The provisions of snbseotioo 8(g) of the Soli 

18 Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act (relating to as- 

20 fflgnment <rf payments), shall apply to payments under this 

21 Jttbsection. 

32 "(13) Notwithstanding any other provision of law— 

28 " (A) The total amount of payments which a person 

24 shall be entitled to receive during a crop year under the 

25 rice program shall not exceed $55,000. 
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1 "(B) The term 'payments' m used in this para^^mph 

2 Bholl not include loans or porchaaes, or any part of any pay- 

3 meat which is determined by the Secretary to represent 

4 compensation for resource adjustment or public aooees for 

5 noreation. 

6 " {G) 1i die Secretary determines that the total unount 

7 tif payments which will be earned by any person under the 

8 pK^ram in effect for any crop will be redaoed tmder ^s 

9 section, the set-aside acreage for the fum or forms on which 

10 snch persons will be sharing in payments earned under audi 

11 program shall be reduced to such extent and in such man- 

12 ner as the Secretary determines will be fair and reasonable 

13 in relation to the amount of the paymMit reduction.' 

14 " (D) The Secretary shall issue regataJiMs dining the 
jQ term 'person' and prescribing sndi ' rules as hb determines 
Ig necessary to assure a fair and reasonable application of such 

17 limitation: Provided, That the provisions of tliis psragra^di 

18 n^icb limit paymente to any person shall not be applicable 

19 to lands owned by States, political subdivisions, or agenciBS 

20 thereof, so loi^ as such lands are fumed primarily m the 

21 direct furtiieraoce of a public function, as deteitniaed by 

22 the Secretary. The ru!«. for determining whether corpora- 

23 tions and their stockholders may be considered as separate 

24 persons shall be in 'accordance witii (he regnbttions issued 

25 by the Secretary on Deo«nber 18, 1970.". 
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1 SUSPENSION OF MABKBH^G QUOtTAS AND OTHEB 

2 PB0VISI0N8 

3 Sec. 103. Sections 353, 354, 355, and 356 of the Agri- 
1 cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall not be appltoable to 

5 the 1976and 1977 crops of rice. 

6 TITLE II-RICE KESEAROH 

7 Sec. 201. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture may, under 

8 rales prescribed by such Secretary, carry out regional and 

9 national research programs with regard to rice for the fol- 
io lowing purposes : 

11 ( 1 ) to reduce fertilizer and herbicide usage in excess 

12 of production needs ; 

13 (2) to develop varieties of rice more susceptible to 
U complete fertilizer utilization; 

15 (3) to improve the resistance of rice plants to dis- 

16 ease and to enhance their conservation and environ- 

17 mental qualities; 

18 (4) to increase the usage of rice and its processing 

19 byproducts ; 

20 (5) to develop better husbandry practices in pro- 

21 duction and conservation of rice; 

22 (6) to develop more efficient rice shortage practices; 

23 (7) to improve domestic and international market- 

24 ing of rice ; and 

25 (8) to benefit the general welfare. 
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1 (b) The Seoretaiy shall, in UDplementing' the program 

2 authorized in subaecdoQ (a), utilize the technical and Kb- 

3 lated services of appropriate Federal, State, loc^ goveib- 

4 mental, and private agencies. ^ 

5 (c) There ts authorized to-be appropriated not more 

6 than $1,000,000 for any fiscal year to cany out the pr6- 

7 visions of this seottoQ. 

8 TITLE m— MISCELLANEOUS 

e UNVSBD ACBBAOB ALLOTMENTS ' 

10 8eo. 301. Section 377 of the Agricidtural Adjuitment 

11 Act of 1038 shall not be applicable to the 1876 and 1977 

12 crops of rice. "■' 

13 FIHALITX OP PAEMHES' PATMBNT8 AITO LOANS 

14 Sbc. 302. ESeetive only with respect to the 1976 and 

15 1^77 «rops of tiee, seotimi 385 of- die Agricultural AdjuBl- 
1£ ment Act d t938 is amended in the first sentence diereoi 
17 h; inserting immediately after "cotton, aet-aaide prog^iairi," 
IS the followmg: "payments under the rice program aadior- 

19 ized by section 101 (g) of the Agricultural Act of 1949,". 

20 DEFINITION OF COOPBEATOS 

21 Sec. 303. SeotaoD 408(b) of the Agricultural Act ol 

22 1949 is amended by inking out the period at the end of 

23 the fin( smtence and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 

24 ing: ": Provided further, That for tiw 1976 and 1977 

25 crops of rice, a cooperator diall be a person who has a rice 
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1 acreage allotment and, if a set-aside b in effect, who has w^-,^ 

2 aside any acreage required under section 101 (g) .". 

8 COKPOEMINQ AMENDMENT ',,''" ■' 

4 Sec. 304. Effective only with respect to the 1976 and 

5 1977 crops of xice, seotiwi 408 of the Agricultural Act of 

6 1949 is amended by adding at the end thereof ^follow- . 

7 ingnewTObseotioa: • " 

8 "Sefercnoe to Terms Made Available to lUoe 

9 " (m) Beferenoe made in sedioas 402, 408, 406, 407, 

10 and 416 to terms 'support price', level of support', and level 

11 of price snpport' shall he considered to apply as well to &e 

12 level of loans and purchases for rice under this Act, and 

13 references made to the terms 'price Biq>]>orf , 'price support 
^* operation', and. 'price support program' in sucdi seotiona and " 
^^ in section 401 (a) shall be considered as applying as vreH 
10 to die loan and purchase operations for aadx rice in dug 
17 Aot". 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 
•Fricc or THC accacniiT . , 
WUHtNATOH. a C. >OISO 



Hodorable Thcsnas S. Fcdey ' *« 

Chairman, Commltte* on — , 

Agriculture 
House of RepreaentatlveB ^ ' 

Deer Mr. Cbelrmen: 

In view of the need for newrice legislation and the impcAiance of ear^ 
enactment, the Department is mibmltting herewtthlts views ontfire* 
prorlBlons of H. R. 8929, "The Rice Prodnctldn'Aet of 197S"."4lirise' 
(vovlBlons are In section 102, which amends section 101 of ttie Agricultural 
Act of 1949, by adding subsection <g). The three provialsn* ervi 

Sec. 101 {g}a)an4(21. which would require the, 
establishment of the tUfget prldrf attd the Ibcoi Yate 
for the 1976 crop at levels reflecting $8 and $S per 
fanndrodvei^t, reapecUvcly, s^^nted to nHlsot , 
changes in the Index of prices paid, interest, taxes, 
and wage rates, front the date of enactment of the 
- Wn uriUl' July 31, 1976. 



S«c. 101 (g) (5), which i^Duld require a 'cTopbind 6'et- ' ' 

aside for rice in any marketing year for which the 
■ y ,. en^ng year carryover Is eBttniated toiegbftrd > . ' 
' • 15 per<^ent of Cie total supply, 

BaM'irates for the tarb«t fai'te aAd iban level crif^B^atid $6, re'^'ctively, 
are believed to be more than adecfuate to maintain farm income and 
proilide Interim financing (i^thA.^ce or!o|>. Th9>ie rAlBS;aii*>wellin 
exMB^ crf'a^rage production costs. To immediately escalate them to 
even higher levels - -as proposed in H. R, ,8529 --wouliJ establish 1976 
crop rates In'«xdeHk of requlrfementB, and -ait of 'line wlft ta'rget prices for 
other commodities. Rates at these levels could artlfically stimulate .. 
production of rice above prospective requirements, and thus inoreasC the 
likelihood of acquisition of excess production by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, The Department is opposed to escalation of target and 
loan levels commencing with the 1976 rice crop. 

The Department remains opposed to mandatory disaster payment 
(tt'ovlslons auch as those embodied in the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973, and which have been included in H. R. 8529 as 
well. In lieu of such provislcKis, the Department favors legislati<m such 
as that which has been introduced as S. 1647. S. 1647 would substitute 
an expanded crop insurance program for disaster provisions, and would 
encourage private underwriters to offer all-risk insurance 
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Hie Dep*rtm«nt U appoBedtotheprovUionln^c 101 (2X(S> which would 
mandftte a set-aBide program (or rice If ihc projected eodlng carryovor .-.. 
exceeds 15 percent of the total rtce mpply^ The basic principle of Hie . 
■et-aaide concept is to provide dlecretionary authority to Impose a Bet- 
uide In th* event tt Is needed to obtain an ov«rall acreage and production 
balance for .a number of important crops. The wording of H. R. S5Z9 is 
tnconaonant with th« more general eet-aelde provisions included In the 
Afrlcultvre and Ccnsunier Protection Act of 1973, because it is tied 
narrowly to rice and because^iiet-aalde Is mandatory under certain 
G«ndttl6na rather than discretionary. 

FtnsUy. we wish to em^iaelze that the Department has n«t idianged lis 
recommendatlims, as set forth in H. R, 5895, for a target price of 7 cents 
per pound and a loan level of 5 cents. Support at these levels would 
not only provide adequate price protection for rice growers, but would 
also eliminate the need ttrmake deficiency payments. 



llie Office Ot Management and 'BudgMadvlseib that there Is no abjection to 
tte presentatian of this repogtfcopi the stanil{iafnt^ the Administration's 
program. 



IfLLuc/oA^ 
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Mr, MAthis. The gieatleman from Louisiaua, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. I would like to offer at this time a substitute. It is an 
amendment to H.R. 8529. It is in the nature of a substitute. Each of 
you has aoopy — H.'R. 4741, as introduced by John Breauz of Louisiana, 
tioof^ with a number of others, referred to ae the Houston plan. 

I would like to have that matter considered at this time and would 
like to have it offered in the nature of a substitute to this bill. 

[The substitute offered by Mr. Moore foMows:] . 

AUEHDUENT TO H.R. SS29, OlTEKH) BY Ub. UooBE 

Strike all language after tlie eiiactlng clause and Insert In lien tliereof the fol- 
lowing language : 

That.aeetlon 862 of tbe Agricultural Adjustment Act of 193S is amended to read 
as follows : 

u ACHCAOB ALLOT UEKT 



"Sec. 352. (a) Tbe national acreage allotment of rice for the 1976 and enbee- 
quent crops Of rice shall be two million acres, unless the Secretary determines, 
prior to December 31 of the calendar year preceding tbe beginning of tbe crop 
year for which the allotment is to lie made, that the difference between the total 
supply of rice for the marketing year be^nnlng in the calendar year preceding 
Bnch crop year and the normal supply of rice for Bach, marketing year is greater 
than 20 per centum of sufh normal supply. 

"(b) If the Secretary makes the determination described In subsection (a), the 
national acreage allotment of rice for the crop year beginning after the deter- 
mination Is made shall be established at a level wLlcU will adjust the supply 
of rice so that a quantity of marketable rice will be on band In the United States 
at tbe end of tbe marlietlng year beginning Au^st 1 of the calender year in vrblch 
the rice for which tbe acreage allotment la being determined Is to be produced 
fnot Inclnding rice produced In the calendar year in which audi marketing year 
ends) wliich is lesa Chan 20 per centum of tbe estimated amount of rice which 
will be utilized In exports and domestic conaumptton dnring snch marketing year, 
except tliat the national acreage allotment for rice for any crop ot rice may not 
be leas than one million six hundred fifty-two thousand five hundred and ninety- 
six acres. 

"(c) For purposes of this part, tbe term 'normal supply' means, with respect to 
any marketiug year — 

"(1) the estimated domestic consumption of rice during the marketing 
year for which normal supply is l)eing determined, pins 

"(2) the eatlmated exports of rice dnrlng anch marketing year.". 

Seo. 2. (a) Section 363(b) of tbe Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1^8 is 
amended — 

(1> by atriUmg oat the second Bentenc>e; and 

(2) by striking out "an old producer" and all that follows through "sec- 
ond sentence of this subsection," in the tldrd sentence and inserting In lieu 
thereof "a producer or farm under the first sentence oZ Ode subsection,". 

(b> Section 853 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following n«w subsecUoa : 

"<b) The Secretary ahall permit the owner and operator of any farm for 
which a farm acreage allotment has been established to sell or lease all or any 
part, or tbe right to all or any part of such allotment, to any other owner or 
operator of a farm in tbe same State, or to transfer all or any part of such 
allotment to any other farm owned or onntrolled by him in the same State. The 
Secretary diall also permit the person for whom a producer allotment has been 
eatatdlahed to sell or lease all or any part of sudi allotment to any other person 
in the aame State.". 

Sec. B. Section 354(b) of the Axricultnre AdJUBtnunt Act of 1638 is amended 
to read as follows : 

"(a) Whenever In any calendar year the Secretary determines the national 
acreage allotment under section 352(b), he shall, not later than December 81 
0* Buch calendar year, proclaim such fact and marketing quotas shall be in 
effect, sabject to subsection (b) of thte section, for tbe crt^ of rice iwoduced 
In tbe nest calendar year.". 
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Sec. 4. Section 8S6(a) of tbe Acricaltural Adjtutment Act of 1938 is am^ided 
to i«ul ae follatn : 

"<&) Wbenever marketing qaotoa are In effect with reapect to an7 crop of rice, 
the prodocer aball be subject to a penalty on tbe farm marketing excess at a rate 
per potmd wblch is equal to the cost of prodnctton, as defined by section 108 of 
the AgTlcnltnral Act of 1949, per pound of rice for the crop with regard to which 
the penalty Is Imposed.". 

Skc. 5. Section SDl<b) (10) (A) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 193S ■•< 
amended by striking out "rice," in the first sentence and by strUdng oat "10 per 
centum In tbe case of rice;" In the second soitenee. 

Skc 6. SwUon 101 of tbe Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended— 

(1) by striking out the undesignated paragraph In snbsectlon (a) dealing 
with rice; 

(2) by Inserting ", except for rice," Immediately after "price support" the 
first time It appears in subsection (d) (0) ; and 

(8) by inserting "and rice" Immediately after ", except tobacco" to 
subsection (d)(3). 
Sec. 7. TlUe I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 Is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the f oUowtng new section : 

"PBICK SUPPOBT wax IfiTB Ajn> SUBSEqOEin GSOPB or BICE 

"Sec. l(fi. (a) The Secretary shall make available nonrecourse loans and pur- 
chases for tbe 1976 and snbsequrait crops of rice. These nonrecourse loans and 
purchases shall be available only to peracHis producing rice on acres allocated 
under section 353 of the Agrlcultnial Adjustment Act of 1888. 

"(b) The amount of the loans and purchases BTailable aball be based on the 
following : 

"(1) the farm yield base, as determined by the Secretary, of tbe person 
receiving the loan, multiplied by 

"(2) tbe amount of acres of rioe produced by such person on acres al- 
located to him under section 353 of the Agricultural Act of 1988, multiplied 
by 

"(3) the cost of production, as determined under subsection (c), of the 
rice produced on tbe acres described in paragraph (2) . 
"(c) For puipoBca of this section, the term 'cost of production' shall mean — 
"(1) with regard to the 1976 crop of rice, $8 per hundredweight of rice 
or 60 per centum of the parity price for rice, whlcheTer is higher; and 

" (2) with regard to crops of rice subsequent to the 1976 cr«i, the cost of 

prodncticm for tbe 1976 crop of rice adjusted each year to reflect changes 

in a cost-of -production Index for rice ; 

eccept that ench term shall mean 60 per centum of the parity price for rice with 

regard to any crop of rice for which marketing quotas bftTe been disapproved 

by producers.". 

Sec. 8. Tbe amendm^its made by this Act shall become effective with the 1976 
crop of rice. 

Mr. BowEN. The bill is, as the gentleman from Louisiana pointed 
ont, one which I sometimes refer to as the Breaux bUl or the Houston 
compromise. It does reflect the views of Congressman Breaoz and a 
nmnber of producers in the south Loui^ana, Texas, and California 
areas, 

.: After examining that bill very carefully we put in a good deal of 
hard work and effort in coming up with the structure of the present 
bill. We feel we have made rrtajoi' compromises and concesaipns to the 
old growers in terms of giving them exclusive target price and loan 
protection compromises on acreage, on set-aside, and a number of 
other matters. 

. The only place where the new growers are pven a concession- not 
contained In that broad bill is io the fact there is no authority for 
the Secretary to restrict prodnction. There is Jio way mandatory pro- 
duction quotas might be placed upon rice. That is thb only victory, in 
a sense, which the new growers have. 
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Therefore, we feel we have desiene^l a bill which fairly att^aptsjto 
do the best job possible for all of t£e rice growers of the cotmtiy which 
will at the same timp insure to the people of this Nation and th& wovld 
who need rice for survival that the farmers of America will be given 
the freedom to plant rice if they feel so indined based on the mai^et 
condition. 

With those observations, Mr. Chaimian^ I would like to indicate 
my opposition to the substitute and urge we vote no on' the siibstitnte. 

Mr. Mathis. Further discussion on the sobstitute ? 

Mr, MooKE. I would'liketo say. Mr. Chairman, this was worked out 
aver the summer niontha since the 93d Cwigreas with a number of 
producers who are already in the business of growing rice. They felt 
this is the best they could live with the international market situation 
and domestic situiU;ion the way theiy are. 

I agree with Mr. Bowen a good deal of work has been put into H.R. 
8629 offered by himself and the chairman. However, I think my sub- 
stitute is one which has been agreed to by the industry. The other one 
was found objectionable to many of the rice producers in Louisiana. 

I met with rice producers as late as yesterday and talked to them 
over the telephone and again this morning. The "Houston plan" is 
one they are willing to go along with. They do not feel it is in the best 
interest of rice growers, new or existing, to go further than that. 

I would ask members of the committee to consider my amendment. 

Mr, Mathis. Without objection the previous question is ordered 
on the substitute offered by the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Those who favor the substitute signify by saying "aye." 

Mr. Moore. I would like to ask a roUcall vcrte. 

Mr. Mathis. The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk. Ayes ; Bepreeentative Moore. 

Nays : Bepresentatives Jones of North Carolina, Bowen, Fithiali,' 
Johnson, and Matliis. 

Present :RepreBantativeFindlcy, ' 

Five nays and one aye. 

Mr. Mathis, The CJhair now notes the presence of Mr. Findley who 
is a member of the subcommittee. 

Perhaps Mr. Findley would like to be recorded on the Moore 
substitute. 

Mr. Findley would like to show that he ia present. 

The Clerk. The vote is five nays, one aye, and one voting present 

Mr. ]Mathis. With one aye, five nays, and one present the motion- 
fails. 

Are there further amendments to the bill ? 

Mr. Findley. May I ask whether the language now before the sub- 
committee has the $66,000 payments limit in it? 

Mr. Bowen. It is in the bilL 

Mr. BoR. The S55,000 payment limitation appears at the bottom of 
page 15 and reflects the language that Mr. Findley had proposed at 
a previous meeting. 

Mr. FiNDLBT. Very well. I have nothing further. 

Mr, Mathis. Are there further amendments to the bill ! 

iNo response.] 
f r. Mathis. Is there further discuesioQ f 
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Mr. JoiiKSOX, I feel that the Department's position with respect to 
the man<^tory stt-aside should be made clear at this time. The 
I>epattmeht leels that the mandator; set-oaide feature is undesirable. 
I felt it was harmful to the existing growers. 

We then received word the existmg growers wanted it and I didnt; 
see it made that much difference personally. I am sure the matter will 
be brought up at tlie full committee and I thought I would alert tiie 
subcommittee to that fact 

Mr. SfATHis. The observation has been noted. 

Mr, Mooes. I would like simply to state again, having conferred as 
late as yesterday with the rice producers in the State of Louisiana, 
one of the major rice-producing States, albeit a great deal of effort 
has gone into this bill, and certainly this is a finer proposal than any 
of the others, other than my substitute which failed, the rice farmers 
in Louisiana are very much afraid, and I tend to agree with them, 
we hare not established a need, nor the market for additional rice 
being grown. 

If we open this thing up, which we will do at a time when cotton 
crops are not doing well, and encourage cotton fanners to convert 
to rice, what we will do is flood the market with rice, bringing prices 
down, and tlien later call for amendment of this act to help people 
ruined by its enactment to receive tlie protections the old ricegrowers 
get. 

I tliiuk we will see an extension of this legislation and tiins an 
increase in Government expense and Government involvement in 
ricegrowing, which certainly is not in the best interest of the con- 
sumer, nor the ricegrowers, nor agriculture in general. 

I, therefore, feel my objectifHi to this bill is not so much what the 
bill says now, but what I fear will be the case in the future from the 
testimony I have heard and from the inclinations and information 
of people in the rice business. 

Although my district does not grow rice, and my district could grow 
rice if the chairman's bill is passed, I still submit this is not in the 
bast inter^t of ricegrowers, not in the best interest of agriculturt in 
general, nor consumers, nor the taxpayers of this country. 

For. that reason I will oppose this bill here, and before the full 
committee and on the floor of the House. 

Mr. Mathis, The Chair observes the gentleman from Louisiana has 
been a very able adversary of any change at all in the rice program, 
as has his colleague from Xiouisiana, Mr. Breaux. 

The Chair would like to point out to the gentleman that prior to any 
price supports being instituted or legislated for any potential new 
growers that it would require a change in the law whidi would have 
to come before this subcommittee prior to the time it went to the full 
committee, and the Chair will assure the gentleman he would not 
support under any circumstances that kind of legislation as long as he 
ig,chairman of the subcommittee. 

I will also say to the gentleman he plans to be chairman of the 
subcommittee for some time if Democrat cah retain a majority in the 
House. 

Mr. Moore. Responding to the gentleman, if I may, I would hope 
so long as the Democrats dot control the House you do retain this po- 
sition based on that assurance. 
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Mr. Mathib. Mr. Bowen ? 

Mr. Bowen. I would like to comment and agree with your remarks 
on this matter and point out that we are making an attempt to design 
legislation that would parallel the 1973 act language as it applies to 
other commodities. 

Of course, excess land planted over allotments is not eligible for 
payment under that program nor would it be under this. I could not 
ioresee a situation for which I would personally vote to provide parity 
price protection for all the riceland planted. I share the chairman's 
position in this respect. 

At this point I would like to move passage of H.R. 8529. 1 move we 
report it to the fuU committee for favorable consideration. 

Mr. Mathis. Without objection the previous question is offered on 
motion of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. MocotE. Recorded vote, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathis. The Clerk will call the roll. 

(The rollcall follows : ) 

Ayes: Repreaentativea Jones of North Carolina, Bowen, Fltbian, Flndler, 
Mathis. and Johnson. 

Nays ; Representative Moore, 

The Clerk. The vote is six ayes and one nay. 

Mr. Mathis. There being six ayes and one nay the bill is favorably 
reported to the full committee with the recommendation that it do 
pass. 

Mr. FiNDLET. Do you know when it will come up ? 

Mr. Matuis. I have no idea at this point. I have had discussion with 
the chairman of the full committee. As you well know there are other 
matters pending before the full committee at the present time and 
the full committee seems to have a difficult time establishing a quorum. 

Unless there is further business before the subcommittee we will 
stand adjourned subject to call of the Chair. 

[Whereupon, at 3 :25 p.m., the subconunittee adjourned.] 
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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



tttesdat, october 21, 1075 

House of Kepbebbntatives, 
CoMMirreE on AoricuLtTure, 

Waghmgton, D.C 

The committee met at 10 :25 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 1301, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Thomas S. Foley (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Poage, de la Garza, Vigorito, Jones of 
North Carolina, Jones of Tennessee, Mathis, Eergland, Brown, 
Bowen, Rose, Breckinridge, Richmond, Nolan, Weaver, Baldus, 
Krebs, Harkin, Hightower, Bedell, McHugh, English, Fithian, Jen- 
rette, D' Amours, Wampler, Sebelius, Findley, Thone, Symms, Madi- 
gan. Peyser, Jeffords, Grassley, Hagedorn, and Moore. 

Staff present : Robert M. Bor, counsel ; Hyde H. Murray, counsel ; 
John E. Hogan, associate counsel; Steve Allen, staff assistant; Li. T. 
Easley, press assistant ; Norman Gay and Roxie Burris, staff consult- 
ants, Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Rice; Glenda Temple and Mary 
Jarratt, staff assistants. 

The Chairman, The Committee on Agriculture will come to order. 
The committee meets today for consideration of H.R. 8529. the Rice 
Production Act of 1975 which was introduced by Mr. Mathis, along 
with Mr. Jones of Tennessee, Mr. Bowen, and Mr. Jones of North 
Carolina, and has been reported out by the Subcommittee on Oilseeds 
and Rice. 

Before I recognize the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Mathis, 
to explain and present the bill to the Committee, the Chair wishes to 
note that there have been requests from a number of individuals and 
organizations interested in the legislation to speak in behalf of or 
against it. 

The Chair's response to those requests was that, unless a majority 
of the full committee wished to entertain additional hearings, the 
Chair would follow the established practice of not having such hear- 
ings before tlie full committee. 

The Chair also indicated that he was sure the full committee would 
be perfectly willing to hear Members of Congress who might wisli to 
make additional preswitations to the Committee. 

This bill is scheduled for further consideration tomorrow. It is the 
intention of the Chair, without objection, to receive statements at that 
time from Members of Congress who wish to make presentations to 
the committee. 

It is not the intention of the Chwr, unless directed by the CMnmit- 

tee, to hear witnesses other than Members of Congress, however, we 

(75) 
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will meet tomorrow at 9:30 a.m., if that is agreeable, to hear any 
Members of Congress who wish to testify. 

_ The Vice Chairman advises me very appropriately that tomorrow 
IS the day on wliich there will be a Democratic caucus. We will meet 
at 10 o'clock, ratlier than 9 :30 to receive additional statements. These 
may be presented in writing or orally. 
Mr. Mathis. 

Mr. Matiiis. Mr, Chairman, I would like to inquire as to how many 
Membei-s of Congress have exprMsed a desire to be heard on this 
subject. 

'Oie Cii.viKMAN, We have had expressions of interest from three or 
four Jleiiibers of Congress. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Chairman, I believe two of our colleagues from 
tlie California delegation are here this morning. It would seem to 
mc that it might be well, if it meets with the approval of the Chair, 
to hear from these gentlemen now in order that we might move on 
this legislation, 

I think it lias been probably imduly delayed thus far. I would cer- 
tainly hnve no objection to other Members of Congress testifving 
tomoriow. but I think this would be appropriate for today. I mink 
we could probably hear from these Members today. 

Tlie CiiAiRMAy. The Chair would be perfectly willing to follow 
that procedure. I think we would have to notify all the Members of 
the Congress who have spoken to me about this, and offer them tlie 
opportunitv also. 

But we liave with us today the distinguished majority whip, Mr. 
McFall of California and the distinguished chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Water and Power of the Interior Conunittee, with whom I 
had the pleasure of serving, Mr. Hal Johnson of California. 

Gentlemen, would you prefer to make a statement today or 
tomorrow ? 

Sir. McFall. The statement that we were to present to you was to 
be made by Mr. Jjeggett of California. He was advised that his state- 
ment would be accepted tomorrow. We can come back tomorrow and 
participate in his statement. 

The CiiAiEMAN. We would be happy to hear from you at that time. 

Without objection, the committee nas placed before it the bill H.K. 

8529. Without objection the gentleman from Georgia, Mr, Mathis, 

the chairman of the Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Rice, will be 

recognized for 10 minutes, 

Mr, M\THis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Everv member of the com- 
mittee had before him the analysis of the bill H.K. 8529 which your 
Sulx-ommittee on Oilseeds and Rice held hearings on early this year. 
5Iany members of the Committee will remember that last year we had 
a very similar problem and a series of hearings before the Subcom- 
mittee on Oilseeds and Rice^ and then we reported a rice bill which 
was similar, but not ih any way identical with the one that is before 

We ran into problems in the full House last year, therefore we find 
ourselves still dealing with the problem of rice in this Congress. _ 

The bill which we have before us is, Mr. Chairman, a compromise 
bill. It does not ^ nearly as fat- as some advocates of change in the 
rice program would like it to go. It goes farther than some of onr 
collcar^ues in the House and some of our colleagues on this committee 
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would have OB go, who adrocate and maintain with a great deal of 
anthonty that no changes at all are necessary in the current rice 
pit^ram. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like, if we could, to proceed with this 
•nalysxB and go over it section by section baaed on the analysis sheet 
which I think is conciae and well prepared. 

If there are questions on any section of the bill, then we will invite 
qnestionB from the memberB. 

Section 101 of the bill provides for a temporary program. It covers 
tjie years 1976 and 1977 crop. It raises the national minimum acreage 
allotment from 1.6 to 1.8 million acres. It reduces from 3 to 1 percent 
the amount of State acreage allotment which may be reserved for 
distribution to new rice faims or producers and to correct inequities 
in existing allotment holdings. It also authorizes penalties for failure 
to plant allotted acres which we find in most of these bills. 

It allows the selling, leasing or transferring of farm and producer 
allotments within administrative areas. Prombiting aciet^ planted 
in excess of allotments during 1976, 1976, and 1977 frwn being used 
in establishing farm or producer acreage allotments in any year fol- 
lowing that period. 

Section 102 of the bill establishes a target price program for the 
1976 and 1977 rice crops similar to the actions the committee, has 
taken in the past. The target price for the 1975 rice crt^ is $8 per 
hundredweight. The old rate was $6 per hundredweight and we have 
an escalator provision that would go into effect on the enactment of 
the legislation and would in fact most likely raise the target price 
and t& loan rate prior to the time that the 1976 crop is in. 

The deficiency payments, of course, would only be available to 
those rice growers who are growing under the provisions of the law, 
that is, those allotment owners who have acreage under the 1,8 million 
acres that will be planted under the provisions of this legislation. Of 
course they would only be made if the target price received by farmers 
during the first 5 months of the marketing year, and would be avail- 
able (mly to cooperators. 

The loan rate for the 1976 crop would be at $6 per hundredweight 
adjusted to reflect any changes in the index of prices. That of course 
would be effective for the 1976 and 1977 crop. The loans again would 
be available only on the rice produced under the allotment acreage at 
1.8 million acres. We do have a provision for disaster paj-ments. 

"Hiere is a provision in the bill to require a set-aside with the pro- 
jected carryout price for the marketing year. It has been mandated 
that the Secretary will set aside acreage. He is mandated undpr the 
bill to pot a set-aside provision in the act, and if that set-aside pi'O- 
vision exists at the end of the marketing vear 

Mr. FiNDixr. Will the gentleman yield) 

It seems to me that this is a reasonable recommendation by the 
Department in asking that that set-aside be discretionary insfca<I of 
mandated, which would conform to the 1973 act on commodities. Does 
the gentleman have any ctonments on the recommendation ? 

Mr. bSathib. I would say to you that we debated this in th? sub- 
committee. It was the will of the subcommittee that this be mandatory 
rather than discretionary on the part of the Secretary. Many of the 
old growers, and I believe the gentleman from Louisiana concurred 
■with this, thought that this was a better provision and offered more 



,v Google 



pi-otectioii to the old growers tbaii would a discretionary ptoTisicm 
allowing tlie Secretary to have that discretionary authority. 

I would strongly suspect tliat at some point during the markup 
tliere will be an amendment otfered at that time, during the debate. 

Sir. FixoLEY. This is mainly to provide comfort to the allotment 
holdei-s who are concerned about the expanMon of the plan. 

Mr. JIatius, I tliink you are very subtley correct. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a date payment limitation of -$55,000 in- 
cluded in this bill. At the urging of our friend from Illinois, Mr, 
Findley, this was put in. I think tliat the subcommittee is prepared 
to stay within that $55,000 figure. 

Section 103 of the bill suspends the apiKtrtionra^it of national acre- 
age allotment, tlirough the years 1976 and 1977. In section 201 we 
autliorize research. In title II, section 301, 802, 303, and 304 are mainly 
teclmicfll amendments to the legislation. 

Mr. Oliairman, the Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Kice has held 
extensive hearings on this legislation. In essence they were continu- 
ation hearings tliat we had held in the past Congress but we did not 
want to settle for using old testimony, so we did in fact open the 
tiling up again. 

Those who favor changes in the program, as I said, we heard from 
thcni. We heard from many people who favor existing programs, 
and what we have here today is a compromise position which I feel — 
and I think the members of the subcommittee generally feel — We can 
live -with, and this will offer the consumers here and abroad the oppor- 
tunity to buy rice at competitive prices and still give protection, in 
my estimation, to rice farmers in this country, and gives us an oppor- 
tunity to go into the world market on a larger scale and compete m 
a Tety competitive ws^ to bring a favorable balance of payments and 
continuation of our efforts to a favorable balance of payments insofar 
as agriculture is concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, if I have any time left I would like to yield to my 
friend from Mississippi, Mr. Bowen, who might have some observa- 
tions which he might like to share with the committee as a coauthor 
of the bill. 

Mr. BowKN. Mr. Chairman, if I might go into some greater detail 
on certain aspects of this legisuttdon I will. 

I would like to begin by pointing out that in 2800 B.C. the emperor 
of China established a, ceremonial ordinance for rice planting and 
those ceremonies have grown and proliferated to the point that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture administers them, and they do con- 
fer courtly privileges upon some 14,323 allotment holders in this coun- 
try who have been granted something which approximates a patent 
to grow rice. 

The legislation which governs the growing of rice in this country 
is the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 as amended, set in 1955 
the limit upon those who may grow rice. That is, the allotments as 
of that time have been carried forward, and if we continue the present 
law under which rice is produced in this country we are facing the 
inevitable action by the Department of Agriculture daring the cal- 
endar year in which we are now operating, and imposition oi market- 
ing quotas which will bring about a cutback in production from the 
present level of 2.8 million acres to approximately 1.65 million acres. 
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That will result in -a loss of apppoximately $1 biUion' in foreign ex- 
change to the United States. It will result in the the inoreasea price 
of rice to consumers in the grocery stores oi America by about one- 
third to one-half. Conceivably, based on past history, the price «f rice 
could double if that happens. 

I think most of yon oan imagine what would happen to some of the 
commodities with which you are more familiar if you took the entire 
national production of 2.8 million acres and you cut .it back by 41 
percent. t 

This is what we are faced with. 

ChaiiTrian Mathis has outlined the basic features of the legislation. 
-Vs be pointed out to you, the legislation isa compromise bill. The De- 
partment would like the lower figures. Of course, the Department 
always likes lower fignree, and we take that into consideration. I feel 
that the figures which we have are fair and are a balanced compromise. 

The Chairman. Without objection, the gentleman from Mississippi 
is recognized on his own time. 

Mr. BowEN. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Some proponents of the legislation want a long-term bill. Some 
wanted permanent legislation. It was our feeling that because of the 
net of 1973, which expires in 2 years, that we should make this only 
a 2-year bill so that it might be considered at the time of the expira^ 
tion'of thp Agricultural and Consumer Protection Act of 1973. _ . 

Hence, it is a 2-year bill. There are a number of other compromises 
involved. Tlie present legislation provides 3 percent for allotments 
for new growers. We have reduced that to 1 percent as another con- 
cession to the present allotment holders, just as the 2-year figure was 
a concession to the present allotment holders. 

We felt that the payments limitation which we adopted is also a 
factor which would make it attractive to present allotment holdei-s 
and the verv' fact that the only people who will participate in the bene- 
fits of the target price payments or the loan will be the allotment 
holdei-s : and only upon allotted acres. 

The new growers who aie in strongest support of this legislation are 
people who only want the right to grow rice. They only want the 
opportunity to grow rice for the market. 

The old growers and the people who have the allotments; tliese 
14,000 or so people still have target price, just as under our basic 
legislation of 1973 they have participation alone, and only they, and 
only upon allotted acres. They will not be penaUzed. They will still 
be able to have the right for the use of the loan and the target price 
payments eien if they go beyond that level. 

These are some of the basic .features in the legislation. 

As I say, the worst aspect in my opinion of continuing wit]i the 
present law that we have is, what is going to happen to ns tliis yeai-. 

In Deceniber of this year it appears virtually certain that tlie De- 
partment will reinipose marketing quotas. There is a complex formula 
which they use to arrive at this, I will not go into it in detail, but I 
will sunply say that everybody who has gone througli the exorcise 
of comparing normal supply with total supply has agreed that there 
is no way that they can see that the Department will not impose quotas. 

I have pointed out to you some of the consequences tliat will come 
about for the balance of payments if we do tiiat. For esample, the 
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rice growers of tliis country hare projected that we will be exporting 
2.1 billion metric tons of commercial sales each year for the next 3 
years. If tlie Department imposes these marketing quotas and Imiits 
production to allotment holders as they appear to be determined to do, 
then we will liave only 1 million metric tons available for export. 

The consequences of tliia I pointed out to you : a loss of somewhere 
between $600 million and about $1.1 billion, depending on what you 
do witli the Public Law 480. 

In any event, the consequences I think you can see; that the impact 
on the economy would be devastating if we continue with the current 
law. 

Mr. Petseh. Will the geBtieinan yidd ( 
' sir. BowiN. Yes. 

Mr. Peyser. I simply want to say that on this legislation I think 
the subcommittee has certainly made a major step forward. While ob- 
viously it may not be everything that I feel ought to be in the legisla- 
tion, i feel it is a major step forward and one I hope that will be 
passed by this committee. I ani hopeful that we will not have major 
amendments which will reopen many wounds which were basically 
healed in a compromise of putting this legislation together. 

I want to compliment the subconunittee at this time and state that 
I certainly will support, both in the committee and Qn the floor, this 
legislation. 

Mr. BowEN. Thank you very much. 

The opponents of this legislation say that the price of rice is too low 
at this time. In my opinion, I think the history of rice prices sliould 
be examined closely before we jump to any conclusions that the price 
of rice is too low. 

If we look back over the last 5 years, you will find that avery year, 
on ain average, the price of rice has increased from this time of the 
year — that is, September, October period, which ia the traditional 
low point in rice prices inaamuch as it is the harvest time—has in- 
creased from this period of the year until June by an avei'age of 19 
percent. 

In fact, some have .pointed out that they did not realLzd the price 
of rice would be this low in the spring, m May, when we had our 
hearings. The pattern, in fact, is a fairly consistent one. There is no 
reason to presume that it will be strikingly different, but in any 
event, there ia a market for rice now. The price is, on the averaeej 
running at about $9 or slightly more per hundredweight. On uie 
average that means a good bit more for some kinds of rice than others. 

There are a number of growers who have chosen not to sell rice. 
They have preferred to wait. They think the price will go up, I pre- 
sume they must think that. After all, the support price establislied 
by law at thia point is $8.52. They have been offered $9 or moi-e. If 
they really felt the situation was as bad as they say it is, why would 
tliey be holding their rice ! 

The only rational reason that I can see for a farmer to hold his 
crop when he is being offered more than the support price is because 
he feels that the market price will go higher. 

I think that is a rational presumption on the part of rice growers. 
I do believe it will go higher. 

Mr. Beroiand. Would the gentleman yield on that point I 

Mr. BowEN, Yes. 
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Mr. Beroi^kd. What and when was the high water mark on rice 
prices t 

Mr. BowiN. Somewhere in the early part of this year — I do not 
have the figures in front of me, but maybe I can give you some 
estimate. 
The Chairman. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Perhaps you can look at your records and advise him. I recognize 
the eentleman from Illinois. 

"Mb. FiNDLEY. I would like to express my Bupport for this bill with 
my congratulations to the gentleman from Georgia who has advanced 
it very successfully. 

I voted to report the bill from the subcommittee, and I will vote 
to report it from the full committee and defend it as best I can against 
amendments when it reaches the House floor. 

I view it as a step forward in loosening up the role of the Federal 
Government. Rice is one of about three commodities that are still 
subjected to a very tight governmental control. The Federal Grovem- 
ment has been passing out the right to grow rice as a franchise item 
for about 40 years now. This bill will loosen up that franchise — not 
as much as X would like, but nevertheless it will loosen it up. 

It will make it much easier for further steps to establish broader 
freedom to plant rice, and this, I believe, will occur in future years. 
Hopefully nee will be part of the extension of the 1973 act when that 
time does come. 

I regret that peanuts has not been similarly treated by this commit- 
tee. Perhaps that time will come too. 

As members of the committee realize, I am sure, I have long advo- 
cated the lower payment limit. I would prefer it here, but I recog- 
nize this bill as a stage in the developm^it of a more rational Fedei^ 
law dealing with rice. 

I have the feeling that no stage would occur if the Congress were to 
insist on a much lower payment limitation. 
Mr. Berguind. Would the gentleman yield } 
Mr. FiKDiJiT. Yes. 

Mr. Bkroland. Will the gentleman from Illinois explain to me why 
rice payment 1 imits should be treated differently from wheat and com ? 
Mr. FiNDLEY. I am glad to have that question. 

A good argumrait can be made for having the same limitation for 
any commodity that is under Federal law. That is what I would prefer 
if we were dealing in an ideal world. 

I expressed the view just a moment ago that we would not have a 
rice bill at all if the payment limit were established much lower than 
that which is in the subcoramittee plan at this time. The $5S,000 was the 
first stage in establishing a limitation for wheat and feed grains. It 
subsequently went from |55,000 down to $20,000 and it may even go 
lower in the future. It is at $20,000 now and I would expect in time, 
perhaps, during the extension of the 1973 act, when that comes, the 
payments which will be authorized under rice will be at the same levels 
as those authorized for feed grains. I hope that will occur. 

At this stage I think it is prudent for us to take as a limitation the 

same limitation which initially prevailed for feed grains and wheat. 

Mr. BowEN. I would like to point out that one of the reasons we 

dealt with this in this fashion was that the unusual expensive nature of 

80-7 2C — 70 T 
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ric'p production mid tlje liigli costs involved, the large size of produc- 
tion, and the fact that thore is a rotation factor involved. In most parts 
of the conntiy only one-third of the aci'oage is in rice. It ia about one- 
half in California which is a more efficient area. 

Of course, the i-eason which voii {rave heing the fact that, this is ft 
temporary 2-yesr bill whicli would give us an opportunity to craisider 
it at f lift expiration of the 197S act. 

Mr. FiKPLEr, Of (he two arjtnmcnts, I prefer the latter argument, 
one that I think is more persuasive. But I recognize the imints the gen- 
tleman has made. 

I yield hack my time. 

The Chairman. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Poage is 
recognized. 

Mr, PoAfiE. Mr. Chairman, it is never a welcome position to be 
oppowd to what a subcommittee wants. Of course, this committee has 
aliTfidj made up its mind. This bill was decided a long time ago. It 
has taken 2 yeni-s of hard work, and I should congratulate the gentle- 
man and the industrious who have done it. They have done a success- 
fill job. There is nothing^ wrong with what they haTO done, but the 
Eeopic who have manipulated this legislation to its present poation 
ave done so, not with the idea of lowering the price of rice to con- 
sumers, Mr. Pevser. They have done bo, of course, with the hope of 
lowering the price of rice to their particular industry. 

That is their right and their privilege, and there is nothing wrong 
with doing that-, but if the members of this committee do not know 
why that bill is befoi-c us, then you ought to be sent to the simple 
faiTfi. 

We know why this bill is here, and you ought to know what this 
bill is going to do to your industriwt I do^ not grow any rice. I do not 
grow any tobacco. But I know that this bill is toucliing tobacco just 
the same as it is touching rice. The gentleman from Illinois was frank 
enough to admit it. Others have tried to cover it up. 

My people do grow peanuts, lliis bill is a direct attack on the peanut 
program, of such a nature that I think that within 5 years it will 
completely -destroy the profitability of peanut production. 

Peanut production is generally in the hands of the smallest little 
farmers. Jsine-tenths of yon here wave the flag at the small farmer. 
If you are interested in the small farmer, then you are not going to 
vote to destroy that peanut industry. It means livelihood to more than 
100,000 of the smallest of our producers in the United States. It means 
a whole lot to them. 

Sir, Findley, very frankly — and I congratulate him for his frank- 
ness — tells us that he knows it will wipe out the other programs just 
as you expect to wipe out the program for rice. 

i know that some of you feel that you will be able to grow rice. You 
have had some 200 years in which to grow rice and your people have 
not found it profitable. They found that it was more profitable in 
Arkansas than Indiana, Texas, and California. Of course you can 
grow rice on the Atlantic coast and they did it before the Revolution. 
But since that time they have not found it profitable. I do not think 
they would find it profitable by lUst lowering their price. The price 
is already down. The gentleman did not know how much, but I think 
it is down to about 40 percent. 
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Mr. BowEN. If the gentleman would yield, the high point was ih 
June 1973 and 1974 when it got up to $17.50 on the average. It has 
been fluctuating back and forBi. It is about $9 now. 

Mr. PoAOE. In other words, it has dropped almost 60 percent. 

Mr, Peyser, how much drop has there been in the price of rice to 
your consumers? 

The price to the producer has dropped almost 50 percent. How much 
beneM have your consumers realized as a result of that disastrous 
drop in the price of the producers' product ?. 

Mt. Petser. I have in fi-ont of me the retail prices of rice in the 
marketplace. The drop between 1974 and 1975 has been from 53 cents 
a pound to 47 cents a pound. I am not that quick in calculating that. 

Mr. PoAOE. It is 10 percent. 

Air. Peyser. It imaoubtedly does not mean that there is aa much 
a drop in the market. 

Mr. PoAGE. One-fifth as much drop to the consumer as there has 
been dropped in the price for the producer. 

Mr. BowEjj. I would like to point out that the high point Icited 
was a temporary high point, and was I'egarded generally as a bonanza, 
for the rice growers, where thev were making money hand over fist. 

Mr. PoAOE, Mr. Peyser's talking about that too. 

Mr. BowBN. We have rice growers by the thousands in Arkansas 
and Mississippi and northeastern Louisiana who can make a profit at 
$9 right now, ajid they are eager to grow rice, ' '■ 

>Ir. PoAQE. I come back fo the proposition that we are trying to sell 
tliis to the public on the idea that it is something that is going to be of 
great benefit to the consumer. That is, the housewife and the people 
who buy the rice to eat, not the people who buy it to use it with barley 
as a brew basis. All that we are doing with that is to shift from barley 
to rice. 

Any of you who can grow barley might as well recognize that, if 
this bill actually does what Coors thinks it will do — and I suppose 
thev know— will be to shift from barley to rice. That is all that it 
will do. It does not add one bushel to the sales of grain. The sale of 
beer will remain the same. But they will try to use a cheaper product 
than barley. That is all that is gomg to happen. 

You are not helping your consumer. She has gotten a 10-percent 
reduction while there was a 50-percent reduction in the price of the 
producer's product, and the consumer got a measley 10 percent. Do 
not tell me that this is a conusmer's bill l«cause it is not, 

Mr. Brown, I might compliment the vice chairman for his state- 
ment. I have always respected his vast knowledge of a^cultural 
commodities even though I have not always agreed with his analysis 
of what is good for the consumer. In this case I believe that you are 
correct. 

Both for that reason and for tlie adverse impact that this is likely 
to have on the California rice producers, I am personally going to 
oppose this bill and hope that a majority of the committee will see 
fit to send it back to the subcommittee for further consideration. 

Mr. PoAGE. I thank the gentleman. 

I want to review why we nave a bill of this kind. As Mr. Findley 
pointed out, we have uirec programs. They are all small programs. 
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They grow about 1^ million acres in each of the three commodities : 
1,610,000 acres for peanuts, 1,600,000 of rice, and about 2 million for 
tobacco. 

They are all three fairly small programs. They are three products 
which 50 years ago were Imown as Tobacco Row. These were poverty 
products. These three products today under our existing prt^ams 
represent some pretty aole farmers and people who are sending their 
children to school and putting shoes on their feet. They did not have 
shoes 50 years ago before wb had these programs, 

You did not have them in tobacco. You did not have them in peanut;!. 
There was not anybody growing rice except the very largest farmers. 

That is all we had before we had these three programs. 

Now you come in here and propose to destroy these three programs. 
This is not a bill that is confined to rice. This is a bill that is striking 
at three of our farm programs. They are small programs, that is true, 
but they are important programs and vital programs in the areas in 
which they are operating. 

To me it does not seem to make much sense to try to wipe out the 
effective and good programs which we have, in order to secure what? 
To secure a lower price, a price as competitive with barley, for the 
brewing industry. That is the only good reason that has been presented. 

I have no objection to the brewing industry getting the cheapest price 
they can get. They ought to try to eet it. 

fiut to destroy the people of the United States who grow peanuts 
and who grow tobacco in order to give a few brewers a dieaper price, 
does not seem to make very good sense. 

That is what we have here, gentlemen. I hope you will keep it in 
mind. 

I know that many of you are committed to vote for this bill. I want 
the record to show that Bob Poage said : "In 1975 if you keep this legis- 
lation on tlie books, then by 1980 tliere will be no twacco and no pea- 
nut programs in the United States." 

I want you gentlemen from peanut and tobacco areas to keep that in 
mind. I may not be here in 1980 but you wiU be. I do not want to wish 
you any bad luck, but I tliink your decision should bear in mind that 
you were warned as to what you are doing today to your own 
constituency. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. I recognize Mr. Thone. 

Mr. Thone, Mr. Mathis, I wonder if you would respond. Do you 
have the Department of Agriculture lett«r signed by Richard Ash- 
worth dated October 20 ? Would you refer to the next to th& last para- 
graph? He there refers to the cost analysis for the 5-year period 
covering the current rice progi"am, and then under H.R. 8529 and H.R. 
8529 if amended. Ashworth tlien attaclies a summary which is the last 
page. Do you have that before you, Mr. Mathie ! 

Sir. Matuib. i'es; I do. 

Mr. Thone. I want to understand the arithmetic on this. Do I read 
this correctly ? That under the current program, the 5-year total cost 
would be $1,560 million? That is, the very last figure on the (^rt. 

Mr. Mathis. If we accept these figures from the Department, yes,, 
that is my understanding. 
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Mr. Thone. Under your legislation H.E, 8529, the expenditure wonld 
be $1,462 mitlion, in other words, A saving to tiie taxpayers of $78 
million. 

Mr. Mathis. That is exactly what the Department is saying in its 
cost analysis, but I would point out that all of this is condition^ upon 
the Pubbc Law 480 cost. 

Mr. Thone. If you accept the Departments estimates, including 
Public Law 480, then there would be a saving of $78 million ? 

Mr. Mathis. Yes. 

ilr. BowEN. Actually the Department's figures are a bit inaccuratOi 
That is not of course unusual. The figures there for deficiency payments 
are really not likely to be such. In the next few years there will not be 
any. The $8 target price, which we have said with the escalator on itj 
has present projections indicating tliat it would add about 30 rents on 
to that, so you have about an $8.30 target price. At that point I do not 
think there is anybody in the rice industiy or anybody in this room who 
really believes that rice is going to sell below that point. 

Eight now it is at $9, but I think you can scratch out that column. 
There will not be any deficiency payments. The way things are pro- 
jected right now, I do not know but I suppose the Department has its 
own Teaaoas to make it appear that their program is better than out's. 
But I want to make it clear to you that nobody in the rice industry 
expects that to happen, and there would not be deficiency payments. 

At the same time, the Department fails to put figures in the column 
for the present legislation, if they had to take over rice, wliich they 
may do, they would have to, in the present program, pay storage costs. 
Tliey would have to resort to export subsidies. They nave a variety of 
administrative costs involved in the present program which are not 
included there. 

So, it is tilted just a bit. The differences which we are pointing up 
are even greater. There is a far greater saving with this legislation tiian 
witli the present legislation. 

Mr, TnoNE. Restated then, if we passed II.R. 8529, and if you are 
correct, then theie would not be the deficiency payments and the sav- 
ings to the taxpayer under your legislation would be $370 million, is 
that correct ? 

Mr. BowEN. Yes. 

Mr. Thone. Yes ; I was using your figures. 

Mr. Bowen. Then if that is correct arithmetic, that is correct. 

Jlr. Thone. I yield to Mr. Poage. 

Mr. PoAOE. The whole cost is based on the assumption that the price 
of rice is going to drop substantially below what it is today. Both 
these sets of figures are based on that assiimtpion. It assumes that the 
price will drop whether you pass this bill or not. The price of rice 
is goin^ to drop substantially. There could not be any deficiency pay- 
ments if you keep the price where it is today under the present pro- 
gram or the now program. 

Jlr. Thone. I understand that. 

ilr. PoAOE. So the Department assumes that the price of rice is 
going to drop way down. So you do not have to pass this bill, 
Air. Peyser, in order to get a drop in the price of rice because it is 
coming. It is coming under this bill or under the present program. 
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Tf yoii are goinpr to drop tlic price of rice still faillier under this 
bill, theii yon are !;imply not gonig to hnve the proiitable operation 
that the gentloinnn over here on my right feels is going to take place. 
Yon cannot have a profifalile operation if yon drop the price below 
a breakeiTen price where we are now. 

Sir. TiiONE. Mr, PoajiP, for the edification of a Nebraskan who does 
not grow very much rice and who has little familiarity with the pro- 
gram, let me ask you this. Kren if you go for the $7 per hondred- 
weight target price. USDA estimates that the passage of this bill 
will save the taxpayer $."^70 million, does it not ? 

Mr. PoAOR. tio ; that is based on the assumption that under the terms 
of this bill that the price is going to drop. If you carry the Depart- 
ment figures on out, then for the present program they also estimate 
that the price is going to drop. 

Bnt, if von will compare his bill and their estimated prices under 
the new bill with the present price, then of course yon are going to 
hove enough drop that you are going to make a substantial saving 
when you reduce the payments. He is going to reduce the payments. 
He is going to have a $6 loan. All of those people in Mississippi are 
going to get SO for their rice. Across the river m Arkansas they are 
going to get $8. That is what you are going to have under this bill. 

You are going to have a $6 price east of uie river, and an $8 price 
west of it. 

Of coui-se, if yon are willing to take that sort of thing and say that 
your people are going to grow for 25 perCMit less than ttie man across 
the river, then I will not say what is going to happen to anybody but 
I do not understand it. 

Mr. Thone. May I yield to that man across the river? 

Mr. RowEN. I^t me clarify this a bit. Even if the price of ric© stays 
where it is now, that is, on an average of about i^, the increase m 
paiity price for next year will take the support level up to about 
$9.25 or $9.50, so even if it stays at the level it is now — which I say, 
growers in my area can produce with « profit — ^then the Gtovemment 
would have to acquire substantia] stocks of rice at that point. 

So, that is the advantage of the target price system which we are 
discussing here today. The Government does not have to acquire 
stocks of rice. It opens the market for production, and I thinlc pro- 
vides a more satisfactory arrangement for producers and consumers, 

Tlie Chairman. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Minnesota is recognized. Mr. Bergland. 

Mr. BEBGLA^^>. Thank you very much, Mr. Cliairman. 

I need some help here. 

I know that stihstantial amounts of rice were committed under 
Public Law 480 and sent to Vietnam and Cambodia during the war. 
That T think has since disappeared. Undoubtedly there have been 
other factors worldwide and domestically in the production of rice in 
terms of carryover. The consequence has been a drop in the price. 

But what is the situation in the world market ? What is happening 
under public Law 480 and our reserve stocks} Are they building up, 
what is taking place ? , 

Mr. BowEN. Would you yield! 

Mr. Bergland. Yes. 

Mr. Bowen. I would point out to you that the world demand has 
skyrocketed in recent years and our exports, for example, last year 
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went up 48 percent over the preceding years. There are commercial 
exports. We now supply one-third of me world'a export. market. For 
example, just to give you a few examples of countries, in the Middle 
East last year we sold 700,000 metric tons ; we sold only 100,000 metric 
tons the previous year, Iran went from 42,000 to 500,000; Iraq went 
from 9,000 to 110,000 ; the Public Law iSO program is in sound shape. 

We have absolved the loss of the Cambodia and Vietnam market as 
though it were not there. 

The Department tells us that they project 800,000 metric tons of 
the Public Law 480 program without ai^ difficulty this year. 

For example, 2 years &eo tlie only Public Law 480 rice went to 
Vietnam and Cambodia. Now we have neither of those, and wo have 
easily found outlets for it, particularly Bangladesh, South Korea, and 
the like. 

The situation, I think, in terms of the market is a sound one. For 
ezamploj the Russians want to buy 100,000 metric tons now that the 
moratorium is ofl. I do not know what our future is in Cuba, but if 
they return to the market then they would be buying something like 
200,000 metric tons. 

If I might just point out tliis. The world population is ^ing up 
about 3 percent a year adding about C million to the population. That 
demands about 7.5 miUion tons of lice more every year. The United 
States is really the only place on the globe that can expand production 
h> meet that. 

Just a simple 1 percent increase in rice consumption — and it is going 
much greater than this in the world — would take the entire export 
product of this country in rice. 

So I feel the maiket is solid and the Icmg-term outlook is a very 
attractive one for rice growers. That is why rice growers in my part 
of the country simply want the freedom to grow rice without having 
the Secretary of Agriculture restrict the production to a very limited 
number of growers. 

Mr. Mathis. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bbroland. Yes. '. 

Mr. Mathis. You mention the situation in Southeast Asia. It is our 
understanding that Bed China buys some 200 million metric tons of 
rice and we assume that it will be like Cambodia and Vietnam. That 
takes the Thai rice out of the market, and allows our people to come 
into the marketplace to sell our rice there. 

I would also point out that the rice we were sendingto Soutlieast 
Asia was title II rice. It was a total giveway. Ye^ now we are talking 
about replacing the 200,000 tons from Thailand with our commercial 
rice. At least, that is the word we get from the people in the induati-y. 

Mr. Bebqland. While we have had acreage allotments on rice for 
a long time, it was my recollection that those provisions were set 
aside in the last 2 to 3 years. There- has, in effect, been no marketing 

Suota and farmers have been free to produce all the rice that they 
liose to grow. 

Why have they not responded to the setting aside of tlie allotments 
and increased the acreage 1 Why do we need the bill ? 

Mr. Mathis. They have responded ind we have more rice than we 
had before. I would also point out to some of the opponents of the le^s- 
latibn, tiiat this rice is being grown by traditional old growers of rice. 
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It is too expensive to come into the market epeculating on what the 
mnrket mignt be. You cannot afford to get the machinery necessarf. 

Mr. Beroland, There has been no legal prohibition against going 
info UiB rice production* 

Mr, Mathis. Not for the past 2 years. 

Mr. ItEKGLAND. .\jid this bill has simply set aside tlie acreage allot- 
ment t It would not give them income protecti<HL They are not affected 
by the payment provisions. What is in there for the new growers I 

ilr. ilATHis. The new growers are amply going in and taking a 
cliancp. I would point out again that with the acreage allotments being 
raised this would allow the old growers to expand. 

Based on past higftory, I would say tliat man^ of the old producers 
of rice are coing to be the ones to expand. This is a 2-year deal. It will 
in fact expire at the end of 2 years and we will revert back to the old 
prnyi-am if it has not proven itself in that tithe. 

Sir. BEROL.\!n). Thank yon very much. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Chaikmas'. Mr. Peyser. 

Mr. Peyser. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment briefly on what 
my good friend, the vice chairman, had to say. He has injected somc- 
thmg into tliis discussion that does not relate to the merits of this par- 
ticular legislation. He brought in tobacco and peanuts. 

I would like to differ with the vice chairman. I believe for those of 
you who are interested in tobacco and peanuts, that this legislation is 
the only hope that the tobacco and the peanut people have for the 
sunival of any program by 1980. 

I say this because this bill is a compromise and at least a reafwnable 
step, i assure yon that, given my choice. I would not pass this legisla- 
tion because I am oppo^ to the concept of what is involved here, but 
I am willing to accept it because it is a step forward. 

If you do not pass this, then the tobacco and peanut programs, 
believe me, are going to be drastically changed in the next 2 to 4 years. 
The public now is becoming more aware of what these programs em- 
body and will no longer stand for the existence of these programs as 
they are. This legislation wil probably give way for tobacco and pea- 
nuts to come under some reasonable legislation. Without this legisla- 
tion. I would say. again by 1980, they will not have a program at all. 

I will also say that it is not my plan to be here in 1980 either. Time 
will tell. 

However, T do think it is fair to say that consumers wiU not benefit 
from the legislation. 

I think that the consumer 'has got to benefit by the changing of 
these programs, and by the opening up on a jwrmanent basis or the 
allotments. It gets away from the statement of my friend from Minne- 
sota when asked why people come into this. ITie answer was 
well stated : The expense of coming into this is just too much to make it 
because the Secretary of Agriculture might say the nest year that it is 
over. 

So I do think it is necessary, and that the consumer will benefit 
without any question. ■ 

I am not fighting any battle for the breweries or the major rice pro- 
ducers one way or the other as far as the marketplace is concerned, 
except that, if they can get a product at a better price, then the public 
has got to benefit. 
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I am Trell aware of tiie many dlBCrepanoiee which take place between 
what a farmer sells his beef for and what the consumer pays for it. 
These ate inequities. 

It is my hope that finally at some time we are goij% to get around 
to attacking this horrendous situation of what happens in the middle 
when the consumer does not gel all the benefits he should get. 

He will get benefits and this program will be a positive step forward. 

I come back to the other point. I say to the gentlemen who have 
an interest in tobacco and peanuts that without this bill you are look- 
ing at the true end of any program to help those particular crops. 

I urge once again that the task of this legislation will not suffer any 
crippling amendments. I think there is a fragile balance at this time. 
I think it can pass the House. i 

Mr. PoAOE. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes. 

Mr, PoAOK. Let me address that first point about consumera. If the 
consumer gets the same reduction that they have had in the last few 
j"ears, aa the price to producers goes down, then by the time tlie price 
to the consumer gets down 40 cents, the producer will be giving his 
rice away, will he not 1 That is a T-csnt reduction. 

When he got 5 cente he got it by producers taking a reduction of 
nearly 50 percent. 

In order to get that next 7 cents, the fanner Ims got to give aWay his 
production. 

Mr. Peyser. I do not agree with that. 

What I see is not necessarily that the farmer would take less, but 
that we have to consider the inflationary impact and what it has been 
at the retail level, which is something the farmer has no input into; in 
other words if the inflation itself can be slowed down, then this will 
hare an impact on the retail market. Further, if we can work through 
the Justice Department and other areas to find out what has happened 
and what is happening in the middle, where we have suspected collu- 
aon and trust violations, then we can get the consumer helped. 

Mr. PoAQE. If you can bring Heavsn to Earth for the next few years, 
then of course you can get results, but my question was not about 
those unusual circumstances; My question is: If the ratio remained 
exactly what it has been in the last few years, then there would be 
absolutely no retnm to the producer. That is right, is it not ? 

Mr. Peyser. Let me point out this. - 

Mr. Poage. Let us stay with this question. 

Mr. Petbeb. I am trying to address that question. I see that in 1&72 
the retail price per pound went to 24 cents, i-etail for rice. That is, 
in 1972. 

Mr. PoAGE, What was the producer's price? 

Mr. Peyser. I am coming to that. In 1972 the producer price was 
16 cents. 

If it is 16 cents and it^goes up to 22 cents then that is a compara- 
tii^y narrow margin. 

That does not relate to what is happening today^ ' 

Mr. PoAOE. T*roducers do not sell it by Qie pound, they sell it by the 
hundredweight 

Mr. Petsis. I am saying the spread has become tremendous. You 
tre exactly right, tJie spread is tremendous today, but I do not think 
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tlut c}iang«8 the implicfttions of this legislftticm. It is not going to 
woreen the consamer sitoatiim. That is for sore. 

Mr. PoAGE. May I ask the gentleman one more question! It has 
been su^e&ted that people who are interested in rice and peanuts and 
tobacco nad better vote for this bill because if they do not, they will 
not have any pn^ram. He suggested if ther did vota for the bill they 
woold have some kind of pn^ram. What clo you suggest they would 
have! 

Mr. Petser. I would sogsest that they would have a program simi- 
lar to what WB can set ri^t here. Once again, I would never have 
propoeed this kind ot legisiatitHi because my proposals on something 
like peanuts would be far more drastic than uiis particolar program, 
but I am saying that for their benefit there would have to be a major- 
ity just to give a life in the future for their own program. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. Joyta of Tennessee. As cosponsor of ILR. 8529, 1 would like to 
associate myself to the remarks of the chairman of the subcommittee, 
as well as toe remarks of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

I think a really good point has been made, and I stand as a strong 
supporter of this legislation for many reasons, some of which have 
been announced here. The need is to increase rice production in the 
years ahead. 

Mr. Mathis. Will the gentleman yield ( 

Mr. JoJTES of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. Mathis. Much has been said this morning about peanuts and 
the proponents of the peanut program. 

lUu*. Chairman, for the record, as chairman of the Oilseed and Kice 
Subcommittee which, of course, has jurisdiction over peanuts and 
representing the congressional ^strict, it probably grows more pea- 
nuts than any other one in the country, I would say I wish we had 
the problem that people in rice did, because onr problem is over- 
production and the lade of a market, to be very candid at this point. 
And there is no way that I am going to do anything intentional to 
hurt the rice producers in this country. 

I wish I knew that we could arrive at a program that I feel would 
be as equitable as this program is, or this proposal is, in that it pro- 
vides protection for old rice growers. 

Mr. Findley pointed out Qiat it loosens the restrictiMis on the new 
growers coming into the market, but I repeat again at the risk of being 
redundant, that I feel, and I think experience has shown, that many 
of the so-called new growers are in fact going to be old growers of 
rice. 

I hope we do not confuse peanuts, tobacco, and rice and lump them 
all in one categorv because all three programs obviously hare prob- 
lems, and I would be the first to admit that we have problems with 
peanuts and I would hope that we could find a solution. 

I think that a solution could be found if the XJ.S. Department of 
Agriculture would quit drag^ng their feet. 

The Chaibman. Mr. Ri{^m(Hid. 

Mr. BiOHMom). Mr. Chairman, I apolc^;ize for coming lata and I 
apologize for not knowing as much about rice as I should. . 

Let me as^ two rather tunateuriah questions. 

First of all, the price of rice as I understand went up to $17 per 
hundredweight and now it is down to $9 per hundredweight. 
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Hie retail price has only ^ne down 10 percent Is there any way 
we could get a USDA price impact statement on the effect of mis bill 
on the ret«l marlst t 

It seems to me that a 60-percent drop in the commodity {ndce ahonld 
result in something better than a 10-percent drop in the retail price. 

The Chaibman. The Department oould, of course, speculate on the 
Tarious factors that might comH into play in relation to the consumer 
prices at the retail level. 

They understand perfectly changes in producer volume tUid their 
impact on the retail maricet I wish they would elucidate that relation- 
ship in the various areas of food production, because I think that is 
one of the most perplexing problems we have. 

The Department haa not been asked specifically for that 
information. 

The gentleman of course could request it himself although I am 
not sure we could get a response early enough to help us with this biU. 

Mr. BowEN. Would the gentleman yield! 

Mr. Richmond. Yes. 

Mr. BowEw. I could point out this to you. We do not know what 
would liappen to thhe price under this legislation because one of the 
virtues of target price legislation is that the market is free to move 
without being restricted or hampered by legislation. But we do know 
what would happen if we continue under the present legislation. We 
do know for a ftict that the Department of Agriculture will impose 
marketing quotas, and will allocate allotments and that production 
will be cut back about 40 percent. We know that for a fact. 

If that happens there is no way that the consumer can avoid paying 
a great deal more for rice at the counter, and there is no way that 
we can avoid losing somewhere from $750 million to $1 billion in the 
export market. We know that. We know that about present legislation. 
We are not certain what will happen under this. We just Imow that 
the market will move in certain ways. 

We think that on the basis of price liistory the $9 we have here 
might go up somewhat. It may not go up to the high point that it 
has bewi at before, but I think that is about all the Department can 
tell you about it. 

ilr. RicHMONo. On the other hand there is a substantial surplus. 

ilr. BowEX. It depends on how you define a surplus. The carryover 
was only 7 million hundredweight which is not high. The Department 
has a mstory of overestimating carryovers. Last year they thought 
there was going to be 27 million hundredweight carryover, but it 
turned out they made a small error. There was only a 7-million carry- 
over. They make that kind of error consistently. 

That is not high. Most people in industry consider that the 10 mil- 
lion carryover as normal. As the market expands, the carryover will 
expand to adjust. 

ilr. Richmond. If I may address one other question to Mr. Mathis, 
lot me say this. On every other commodity that we have discussed in 
this committee, the payment limitation has been $20,000 per person. 
A\'hy would you establish a $55,000 limit for rice? This is sn obvious 
inequity. 

The CnAiKMAX. That question was addressed before you came in. 
Would Mr. Mathis respond ? 
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Sir. Haxiiis. The author of Uie amoodment is Mr. Findley who lias 
been a consistent advocate of a limitation. He feels, and the majority 
of the members of tlip subcommittee felt, that this was a step in the 
right direction. There lias been no limitation. He articulated also that 
as a fwlitical step tliis could ffet it moving. If you want changes in the 
rice program, constructive changes sudi as the subcommittee feels, I 
would strongly urge tlie gentleman to support the $55,000 limitation. 
If he docs not, and wants to make it more restrictive, then he is going 
to lose tlie support of many of tlie members who have tried to arrive 
at some kind of compromise, some kind of rea£onable position on the 
rice legislation. 

Mr. XoLAx. Will the gentleman from Greorgia yield for a couple 
of questioDs! 

When we took up soybeans we had comments from the major uni- 
versities as to wliat the actual cost of the actual commodity was. 
Would you have any similiar kinds of figures for an average sized 
family at curi-ent rates of interest^ >Vhat are the costs of pnrauction 
or rice? 

Mr. Mathis. They vary from section to section in the country. I 
do not have those figures before lae, but I believe the gentleman from 
Mississippi has some figures. 

Mr. BowEX. As you know, this, varies a great deal. I have a study 
that Texas A. & M. has conducted. I have great respect for that out- 
standing land grant institution, and they have done a study on the 
major nee-growing States in which they estimate that the net return, 
that is, the profit per acre is approximately the following, based on 
nonnal production and based on the $9 price that we are talking 
about, which we feel is a low price. 

At that figure they estimate that the State of California has a 
return of $257 an acre, in Texas $116 an acre, and Louisiana $112 an 
acre, in Arkansas $172 an acre, and in Mississippi $149 an acre. Many 
people in otiier commodities would, I tliink, feel that that was quite an 
adequate return in terms of net return in income. I happen to feel 
it is, and I think the farmers in my part of the country feel that it is. 

Tliere are a variety of other figures I could give you, if you would 
like. 

Mr. Bergland. Would the gentleman yield on that point ? 

Mr. Nolan. Yes. 

Mr. Bekqlakd. How much could the price of rice drop before that 
profit is wiped out? What are we talking about? ^Vhat is the yield 
per acre per State ? 

Mr. Bowi-;n. I just picked the present price of rice. I suspect this. 
I could do the mathematical projects and figure out what the $8 or 
$7 per hundredweight would be. 

Mr. Beroiajtd. I would appreciate that. 

Mr. Nolan. I would likewise appreciate that. 

I have another question. I see there is provision for disaster 
payments. 

How were they computed, and at what price per pound, or hundred- 
weight are the payments made ! 

Mr. BowEN. The disaster payment provision is exactly the same as 
all other legislation, llie language is the same. 
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The CHAniMAJr. Let me inteirupt; if I may: We will take smoment 
to have the reporter change his tape. ' ' 

I recognize Mr. Bor. 

Mr. BoR.-'nie disaster payments are discussed on pa^ 9 and 10 oi 
the biH. The rate of payment iS the iarjier of the deficiency paymftht 
or one-third of the establiahed price, which is $8 per hnndwidweight, 
80 it *onld he essentially one-third of $8 per hundred weig^ 

Mr. BowEw, This is the sftme as the 1973 act ?■ 

Mr. Boh. Yes, 

Mr. BowBN. It is the same as Several other areas. 

"nie Chairman: It is the same as the feed grains. 

Mr. Bedell. Is that based o^ planted acres or allotted acres! 

Sir, Bor. Allotted acres. 

Mr, Nolan. I have one other question. There is a $1 million autliori- 
zation for research. Do you have any idea what amount has been 
Bpent OH research by growers associations or State universities, or the 
LSDA under a similar authorization ? 

5It. BowEN. Can we ask the staff? 

The ChaiSman. Would you restate the question ¥ 

Mr. Nolan. Th^re is a $1 million authorization for research and I 
was wondering if anybody had any figures on how much momey was 
currently being spent on research hy growers associations, State uni- 
versities, and the like, and pei4iaps the USDA mider aome orai«r 
authorization. 

The Chairman. The staff will be instructed to obtain that infor- 
mation today from the Department of Agriculture and to make It 
ftT&ilable. 

Mr. Nolan. That concludes my questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Bedell. ' > 

Sir. BiDELL. We just talked about the disaster paymente. Would 
they be applicable to the people who had not been in the paat illot- 
ment, or would they not Be applicable to the new people ander this 
act? 

Mr* BoR. The only people who would be entitled to payments, 
whether they be disaster payments or deficiency payments, would hi 
the holders of allotments. 

Mr, Bedell, I have another question. Are these primarily family 
farms,' or are they large corporate farms generally? What is the 
makeup of the normal rice producer? 

Mr. BowBN, The average size is 600 acres. You might compare that 
with farms in your part of the country. 

Mr. Bedell. Is that the size of the farm, or total acres planted? 

Mr. Bowen. I could call them family farms. It is hard to define. 

Mr. Bedell. Is 600 acres the total planted or the size of the farm? 

Mr. BowiN, About 200 of those acres wold be rice and the other 
would have to be fallow or planted with some alternative crop which 
is usually the case, 

Mr, Bedell. So it is similar in size to regular farms ? 

Mr. BowHN. Yes. 

Mr. Bedm-l. I do not want to pick at this, but it is quite difficult for 
me to justifv, as Mr. Bichmond mentioned, the $55,000 limit as com- 
pared to the' lower limit for the other crops. Am I to understand that 
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this is uinpl; a political thing to try to Mtisfy aonie people trho 
might be concerned t 

Mr. BowB^. Ma; I get this for yo» tomorrow i It ie my impression 
fnHn figures I have seen, which I do not seem to have in front of me 
tight now, that iha cost inputs in rice farming are substantially 
higher than in most other conmiodities. Bt^uipment is more expensive. 
The method of operation is more expensive; ' There is the fact that 
you can only use one third of your land each year to plant actually 
in rice. 

l^iese are factors which go to a need for a higher leveL I. will try 
to get some figures for you and present them to the committee by 
tomorrow. 

Mr. FiTHiAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BsDEU^. Yes. 

Mr. FrmiAN. I would like to ask the gentleman from Mississippi to 
get s(Hpa other figures. The figure which is important to me is what is 
the average income ? I have some problem wiUi the $55,000 figure. 

Mr. Bedell. I yield to Mr, Jones of North Carolina.. 

Mr. Jones of N orth Carolina. It might be important for you to know 
that all limitations on all other commodities, once Congress saw fit to 
set them, stated at the $55,000 figure. 

Mr, BapsLL. I understand that, but that does not-m^e me comfort- 
able.. It seems to me 'that if we are.to correct things, that we ought to 
correct them as of today rather than what we did in the past on 
something. 

If it makes sense for that to be tlie limit on other crops where there 
are similar costs and similar problems, then we ought to do it here. It 
is not anticipated that any payments would need to be made, but we 
should have a similar limitation for all these similar crops, but if the 
gentlfiroaa would have informati(m, and if the figures would indicate 
justificalion, then I would like to have it. 

Mn FiTHiAN. I do not know whether Ihe figures Which we were 
quoting here were correct because I did not have the ones in front of 
DOB' which Mr. Thone had, but I did a quick computation of 15,000 
growerSj The amount that you cite from the Department of Agricul- 
ture would indicate that we are paying about $25,000 per grower. That 
is apretty healthy welfare program. But maybe the costs are hig^i. 

The Chairman. Just for the record, the present rice program does 
not have any payment limitations. These apply only to wheat, feed 
^<rains,.and cotton. In addition, there were special x>ay'ment limitations 
m the 1924 sugar act which was not adopted by the House. We do 
no hav6 any overall payment limitation legislation, but we have had 
apfKTOpriations from time to time. 

Mr. BuoLL. Do I understand that this actually would lower the 

E rice-support level as compared to what it is now' if we pass this 
igjslation? 

Mr. BowEN. The price support now is based on computations and 
they vary. The price support nowis $8.50 per hundredweight. The 
estimate is that by next year it would go up to about $9.^ or $0.50, so 
this target price level is $8. The loan level is $6. so yon can see tor your- 
self what the relationship would be between thidse. 
Mr. Bjsell. Are those nonrecourse loans! 
Mr. BowEN. Yes. 
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The C^ATRMAN. The rice program does not have a target price at 
the present time. This legislation would introduce it for the firat time. 
Thia is traditional legislation wliich has a support price but no target 
price. When other reformg occurred in the 197S Agricultural G»n- 
sumer Protection Act, we did not reform the rice program. 

The time of the gentleman has expired' 

Are tlffire any Members who would like rec<^;nition ? 

If not, at this point the committee will adjourn until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o'clock when we will hear Members of Congress and 
proceed with this legislation.' 

The Committee on Agriculture will stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11 :45 a.m., the committee adjourned.] 
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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



WZDNESDAT, OGTOBEB 22, 1S7S 

House op REntEBENtATmcs, 

CoiaaiTEE ON AORICULTUBB, 

"Washington, D.O. 

The committee met at 10 :15 ajn., pursuant to notice, in room ISOl, 
Lon^orth House Office Building, Hon. Thomas S. Foley (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Poage, de la Garza, Vigorito, Jones of 
North Carolina, Jones of Tennessee, Mathis, Bcrgland, Brown, Bowen, 
Rose, Litton, Breckinridge, Bichmond, Nolan, Weaver, Batdus, Krebs, 
Harlan, Hightower, Bedell, McHugh, Fithian, Jenrette, D' Amours, 
IVampler, Sebelius, Findley, Thone, Symma, Johnson, Madigan, Pey- 
ser, Heckler, Jeffords, Grassley, Hagedom, and Moore. 

Staff present: Robert M. Bor, counsel; Hyde H. Murray, counsel; 
John E. Hogan, associate counsel; Steve Allep, staff assistant; L. T. 
Easley, press assistant; Norman Gay and Roxie Burris, staff con- 
sultants, Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Rice; Glenda Temple and 
Mary Jarratt, staff assistants. 

The CHAntMAN. The Committee on Agriculture will come to order. 

The committee meets today for further consideration of the bill 
HJL 8529, by Mr. Mathis et al., providing for the eetablisbmeut of 
programs for the benefit of consumers and producers of rice. 

At the close of our meeting yesterday, it was agreed that this morn- 
ing we would bear from lumbers of Congress who might wish to 
make additional statements regarding this legislation. 

We have with us this morning several distinguished colleagues yi\iio, 
are listed according to their seniority. I understand that Mr. McFall 
and Mr. Johnson wish to accompany Mr. Leggett, who will make a 
presentation on behalf of some other Members. 

Mr. Leggett, would you come forward ? 

SIATEUiart 07 HDN. BOBERT L. lEOGETE, A BEPBESEniATIVE IS 
COHQBESS FBOK IHE STATE 07 CAIJFOSHIA 

Mr. LBoaBTT. We have asked for an opportunity to make a brief 
statement before the committee takes final action on this bill. One of 
the reasons for that is that the distinguished Mathis committee has 
pnt out the Alexander-Bowen-Carter-Price bill some months ago, and 
at that time it was our feeling that we did not have a total knowledge 
with respect to the rice situation. At least, we did not have thp total' 
knowledge that we have today. 

I thought it would be appropriate that the committee be brought 
precisely up to date as to where we are in rm 



.v Google 



I know it lias been the committee's position for the growth of unlim- 
ited amounts of commodities in the United States and by hook op by 
crook we dispose of it. 

Consumers, it is thought, are better off because of it, and farmers 
are wealthy ruralites ; and nobody is really damaged much. 

We have just had a situatiwi in Oalifomia where we have attempted 
to satisfy the market, and I am going to divert here just a minute from 
rice to specialty crops like peaches, apricots, and pears; and none of 
those commodities your committee is concerned with because they are 
not supported commodities. They are specialty c<Hnmodities. 

We had a big overproduction in peaches out there. It probably comes 
as no surprise to most of you, but perhaps to some, that we had to 
destroy on the ground better than 20,000 tons and many millions of 
dollars of canned peaches this year because the DM>artment of Ag;ri- 
culture had no program to ship those overseas. We had no support 
program. Tlie canners would not pack the commodity because they 
were already holding large quantities from last year. 

So, if you think of the days when they were throwing the pigs in 
the Hudson River are over, tiiey are not. We are doing it today. As a 
result we are jerking mature fruit trees out of the ground, not because 
we are trying to keep the price up but because we just do not know 
what else to do with the commodity. We cannot get rid of it. 

In the rice commodity this is a situation where we have had very 
good control generally of the commodity due to the fact that in the 
TSSO's we recognized uiat rice was much like potatoes, and if you had 
a big production one year with a little price you would hare a low 
production the next year with a big price, so we thought it might be 
reasonable to franchise the producers, which we did. 

We developed a very good prtwrara. I know many of you are fa- 
miliar with the situation in rice. It has been put out by a number of 
tile producers. We parted out in 1900 ftutting out 4 million hundred- 
weight, in 1930, 90 iflillion hundredweight, m 1950, 38 million hun- 
dredweight, and in 1970 82 million hundredweight. In 1*74 we pro- 
duced 114 million hundredweight, because this committee was con- 
cerned that perhaps the producers were lagging cai production and 
did hot satisfy the demand. 

That 114 million hundredweight resulted in the eftrryover tJus past 
year of 7 million hundredweight which I am hot going to make a lot 
of, because we all realize that 7 million hundredweiSit of rice pri- 
marily was carried by private interests and not the wvemment and 
it^tiEt3,ii(?t been bougnt up under the loan program. It is not a really 
imtssive Government problem. 

But, how didwe^tothatpoint? We had-fo dispose of an awful 
lot of rice. Americans eat only about a third of our crop. We have to 
dispose of two thirds. 

■ Thank God for the Hawaiians and the Puerto Kicans. They take a 
very large portion of our production. But the balance of 30 ot 40 per- 
cent has to be sold overseas. 

■ Very little of it can be sold fot cash, but some can. A large portion 
has to be sold under Public Law 480. That is Government dough. 

The amount of Government dough that we use for tie rice com- 
moditv last yeftr, 5fi order to get down to the 7 million hundredweight, 
was about a third of a billion dc^liirs. So, if you think that we ]ust 
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grew this rice and get lid of it in the regular course of business and 
' now we can go ahead and grow a lot more this year, that is not the 
case. This year it is not 114 nillion hundredweight which we had last 
year; it is 135 million hundredweight, plus the fact that, since we are 
now not growing under any restrictions and anybody can grow, we 
do not know how much rice is in the field. The ASCS people do not 
go out and measure the fields, and our people in California tell us 
that we may be anywhere from 15 to 20 percent understated as far 
as oar current official prediction is concerned. 

So, what has that done ? When we were selling rice at the end of 
last year, 1973, at $16 and $17 a hundredweight as a result of tlie big 
production over the past year, that price now is down to about $8.50 
or $8.75. 

That is only about 50 cents or a dollar above the loan rate or the 
tBra[et price that is in this bill. 

You are flirting with the situation, once that price goes below the 
support price, where the farmer sells at the price as best he can and 
the market is pretty well broken; and then, instead of spending tha 
$30 billion for Public Law 480, you start making for the first time 
in history direct cash payments to farmers who & not want it. 

I have the third largest rice district in the country. Jolin Breaiut 
has the second, and Bnl Alexander has the first. It just so happens 
that the nee commodity is not a social commodity. It is a commercial 
commodity. We have restricted it to a number of areas. Our colleague 
Krebe on the committee has 3,800 acres. 

Mr, Kb£bs. I refuse to plead guilty to fJiat. 

Mr. liEGGErrr. Anyway, you have about 5 ^rcent of what I have. We 
have ^read it around the country a little bit. 

But by and large there are four or five ,of us — Bob Casey is one 
of us — who have ttie rice commodity. We have it in a limited number 
of growers and you have to understand that rice is not the kind of 
thing where everybody can open up tieir backyard and plant a little 
bit of ricftj because you do ntA put rice down like the Chinese do, one 
stem at a. time and drain the pond and all of that. 

We plant rice with an airplane. We fly over and seed it and fertilize 
it, and pull the plug and it all lias to be contoured so that when yoii 
puU die plug out, one pond drains into the next, and the next, and 
the next, 

Then when you plant rice in the field, many times it is soggy so 
that when you start planting rice the next year, it is not good for 



have a lot of big farmers in my district, very frankly, that are 
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can amortize it in that period of time. But, that is the kind of machine 
you need to harvest rice. You cannot do it with a sickle or by hand, ot 
by hiuid labor. It is a very sophisticated business commodity. 

The danger of going off ot our existing program, which has shown 
considerabfe flexibility, is that you suck a lot of ^mall people into 
the business, they sign up to pay for big expensive machinery if they 
can get into a icooperative, and then aU of a sudden the price drops 
dpwn. It can do that; The Federal Govemment is not going to b? 
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prepared to spend mie-half billion or a billicm dollar for &]s com- 
modity like they spend for com or the billitm dollars they spend for 
whoat, and $750 million it spends for dairy products. 

I think the people of this country want the fanners to get off the 
dole as best they can. 

When we get a commoditr that has worked like rice, where we have 
kept the (rOTernment wareliouses free of the ctMmnodity and where 
we have shown a capacity to produce additional rice when we need 
it. and where we have very aggressive international salesmrai — many 
of whom are right here in the room — then we have a good situation. 

If you read the statement we have from the Rice Growers' As- 
sociation of California, what they indicate is that you have real prob- 
lems in sales for this year. 

On exports, they t^k about Iraq buying from some other people; 
Indonesia lias announced little or no rice imports; Iran substantially 
less than last year ; new markets are evaporating. We have got 800,000 
tons of rice programed for Public Law 480, and as of today we have 
about 800,000 Iots which have been asked for by foreign countries. 

Ton rai^t ask : Why cant we use this rice and spread it around 
the world t Well, we should be able to and, when we nave the Public 
Law 480 bill up, whether before this committee or before the For- 
eign Affairs Committee, we ought to know where the hungry countries 
of the world are. 

I was talking to some folks from Somalilond last night That is a 
$70 per capita country. They could use rice, but how do they get on 
this daisy chain of getting into the program t 

Two or three years ago all of the Public Law 480 rice went to Viet- 
nam and Cambodia, and, in turn, t^iat dough was turned over to the 
Government and used to buy arms. 

This last year a large part of the rice was sent to Korea. Korea is 
still a good purchaser of rice. 

We are soling some rice this year to Bangladesh. I think it is a 
credit to the program, but with all of the hungry countriee in Africa 
which we have today, why can we not stand up and ahow where we 
are spending our Public lAw 480 and how we are helping the hungry ? 

Literallr hundreds of countries around the world are hungry and 
instead of giving them Public Law 480, let us give them Bome stuff 
and lay the cards on the table, rather than deal u the backroom. The 
Department tells us they cannot tell us. They say they have to do it 
surreptitiously. 

You cannot find out the information. We ought to have a better 
program, and if we do, and if we know where this rice is going, or 
where the wheat is going, or whete the com is going, then I think we 
can go ahead and say that "this is our foreign aid program, and this 
is what we want to spend it for." 

We are not in that situation at the present time. It is blindman's 
buff. You have an $800,000 commitment now as compared to about 
$780,000 last year. Our Public Law 480 commitment for last year and 
this year is just about the same. 

The only difference is that the international demand appears to 
be substantially less. 

We are in a situation where we are &ced with a substantial carry- 
over next year, and aa far as I am ctmcemed, I would just as soon 
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take a broad lo(^ at carryover and say, "If we lose 90,000 of the 135,- 
000 tons or maybe 100,000, and have a 30,000-ton curyover— and a lot 
of that is in private warehouses — then that still is not an abnoimal 
supply; and let the private warehouses stay loaded wit^ this rice." 

ViiJB presents some problems in getting ready for the harvest. 

Then, maybe we could keep quotas off, if that is what the committee 
wants. 

But, I think to move totally off quotas onto target price and to 
tbeoretic^y open the ^tuation up, until we can show a better ability 
to digest nee, and a better ability to amortize it around the world 
in a reasonable way to help the hungry, then I would say we are damned 
fools to pass this bill and throw caution to the winds. 

Believe me, whatever you do, my rice farmers are going to survive. 
We are going to live. This is not alife or death situation. 

All we are reaUy taking about is a good management of a com- 
marcial commodity. We are talktug about the recognition of the bene* 
fits and the recognition of the industry which has been substantiaUr 
motivated by this committee which has wanted higher production. Wa 
must recognize that the price has come down because of that higher 
production, but recc^^iize that we can throw out the baby with the 
bath water and everything else by setting too ambitious and too specu- 
lative in what we are doing. 

I could read you a statement frcnn the Department of Agricultnre. 
This is their new a^cultural outlet which was put out in ^ptember. 
What they indicate is — 

With record plantlns and expected hl^er jtelde of 197K rice crop would Jnmp 
to an «ll-tiiiie high of nearly 12S mllUon hiindredwelght--that 1b from 11'^— 
•boat S.IT metric tons inclndiBB a miall carrrover of Bupi^es of 187S and 1976 
and conld total 182 mlUlcm hnndredwelghta. 

The industry thinks it is going to be 135 million or more. 

Demand for rice Is expected to increase in l©7B-7«, but ptolwbly not enou^ 
to match the record crop. Domestic use may Increaee aroond 5 percent from tlie 
40 mllUon bandredweight of 1874-7G. 

We do not affect domestic utilization very much, because all of 
us here buy a certain amount of rice. We buy it in a 2-pound packet. 
We do not buy it in a hundred pounds like some others, 

EziKirts aa usual will dominate the outlet. In 1974-75 the D^Hirtment Eays 
exports rose to a record 70 million hundredweight for which we paid a third 
of a billion dollare and the; ma; be at least as heavy in 1976-76. 

In any case, total disappearance likely will fall short of the 1975 
harvest and stocks will increase. 

The size of the stock buildup will depend on the strength ctf foreign demands. 
The strength does not look good. However, at this time It appears quite posslbla 
that rice stocks next summer conld easily double the 7 million hnndredwelght 
carried in the 1975-76 marketing year. 

Again, that is not ^ing to create a disaster. We will be able to 
handle that, but it will substantially affect price and it will affect 
people who want to get into the business and a lot of different things. 

Early season crop rice, ]9f5, Is trading around last year's level of ^.50 to 
flO per hundredweight. 

I am sure you are going to get some testimony that rice has been 
Balling actually undw the support price early this year. 
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This is not my statement, it is not tiie rice industry's statement. It 
is the Agriculture Research Service's official statement which came out 
this month from the Department of Agricnlture. 

The CRAmuAX. Thank you very much, Mr. Leggett We have ad- 
ditional members who are here also to make statements 

Mr. Legoett. I am here today on behalf of my colleagues John Hobs, 
John McFall, and John Krebs. 

The CHAiRWAy. We are happy to liave your statement. Perhaps 
we will have some questions which the members would life to ask. 

At this juncture I would like to ask Congressman John Young 
and Congre^man John Breaux to come forwaro. 

I understand you gentlemen have a staiement. 

Mr. YoTTNo. I represent the 14th Congressional District of Texas. 
I want to just thank this distinguished committee for the opportonity 
to be here. Out of deference to time, I would like to yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Breaux, and associate myself witb 
his remarks on the general rice situation, as well as the gentleman 
from California who preceded us. 

Witi your permission, Mr. Chairman, I yield to Mr. Breanx. 

STATKHEirr OF HOK. JOEV BEKATTZ, A BEFKESEHTATIVE IN 
CONOSESS PBOM THE STATE 07 LOUISIANA 

Mr. Br&aux. I would like to express my thanks to Congressman 
Afathis, the chairman of the subcommittee which reported this bill, 
and also to Congressman Johnson, who has taken partin the hear- 
ing. I do not agree with what was reported out, but I think the set of 
hearings was ^ir and that a lot of work was done by both aides as 
far as the legislation is concerned. 

I will start off by saying that I am not here to filibuster thB com- 
mittee. I am here to urge expeditious treatment of the legislation 
which would mean sending it back to the subcommittee for additional 
hearings. . 

Let me, if I may, for Members who perhaps were not on the sub- 
committee, make a real quick summary of why we are here today 
looking at the rice bill. Maybe some of the new Members of Congress 
might take heed. 

The rice legislation which we presently have has been in effect since 
1954. For alraut the last 20 years the price of rice in this.coimtry 
has areraged about the same, about $5 a barrel for a 20-year peri(^ 
to the farmer. The American rice farmer was able to make a profit 
during this period because he was able, each year, to produce more on 
Ml acre of land than he did the year before. 

The C ttatwwa x"- I am sorry to Interrupt, but Mr. Pickle, from Texas, 
has come into the room. Maybe he would.like to join us. 

Mr. Bbeatjx. The price during that period to the farmer remained 
the same. He was able to make a profit because he increased produc- 
tion each year. 

I think most experts npw would agree that he has now reached the 
peak of efficiency as far as production of rice per acre. 

Wliat happened S Wiiy are we hete I Why does the D^rtment want 
a new piece of legislation? Well, for 20 years the price remained the 
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same. If you mil look, I have placed in tcoat of your desk two sheejts 
of paper, one wititled "The Ewe Situati«i"j whwh is an October 10 
puWication from USDA. Attached to that is a price chart showing 
That happened in the price of rice. 

In 1966, the beginning of that chart, it shows where it was running, 
and the line below was Sie loan le?©!. Yon see that rice was selling just 
about above the loan level and that trend was about true for 20 years. 

Mr. Bekoland. Would the gentleman yield ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Bbroland. I do not have the charts. May I have a cop^? 

The Chajbman. It ia a two-page item entitled "Rice Situation." 

Mr. Bbeaitx. For you gentlemen who do have it, let me say this. 
That chart indicates that something Imppened in 1972 and 1973. The 
price of rice shot up from less than $6 odd a hundredweight and went 
right through the ceiling. It went up to almost $17 a hundred wei^t 
which was on all-time record year. You might ask why. Well, it aid 
that for a very good reason. It did that mcause production in the 
United States dropped dramatically. There was a hurricane in 
Louisiana which practically destroyed the rice crop. The domestic 
production went down draatically, and world production and the 
Asian crop also went down dramatically. 

You had a very short supply, so the price went up. 

What happened thenf The present legislation and the present bill 
has a formula which says that if the supply gets short and the demand 
exceeds it, you have to remove marketmg quotas, so the Department 
in 1973 for the 1974 crop removed marketmg quotas. 

What does that mean? It meant that anybody who wanted to plant 
rice could. That is what happened. 

In 1974 we produced in this country under the present program 
S4 percent more rice than we did the year before. That was 10 percent 
above the all-time previous record which had been set bfick in 1968. 

That was under the domestic program. 

Now, this year what has happened ! We are still under the old pro- 
gram. This year we are producing approximately, and Congress- 
man Leggett gave a figure, I think the average figure would be about 
126 million hundredweight of rice is being produced right now. They 
are still cutting in Cwifomia, they have finished cutting rice in 
Louisiana, and estimates are pretty accurate. That is 9 percent more 
than last year. 

That is 9 percent more than the previous record year under the 
present program. Why? Because the USDA removed marketing 
quotas and said once again "Anybody who has land can plant rice 
because we need it." 

In 1974 we planted %5 million acres in tHS country. In 1975 we 
have planted 2.8 or 2.9 million atres of rice. ' 

So, you will see what is happening to the price. If, you will look 
at the price chart it indicates that it is going straight down. It is 
down now approaching the loan level, and the prices in my district 
are selling for a low pnce or below low price. 

If you look at the first page on that chart, it gives a summary of 
the latest prediction from me Department of Agriculture. . 

That is under the existing program. In the first paragraph it says 
**The current crop outlook for rice farmers features a record U.S. 
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rice crop ander Un jawient leginlation, a aubstantiaUy larger world 
crop, and oontiniied strong w<«-ld trade and sooib easing in pnce. 
They point to the record productiffli this year, and if you look down 
further it says, "Early price quotes tm 1976 crop rice axe Benerally 
ranging from $8 to $10.50 per hundredweight" It hirtber says. 
**ClTX«r6r prices may not fltrengthm as they did 1 year ago." "Season 
«TBrage prices to farmers will fikely fall short of last yeaPs $10.46 per 
hmidredweijght" 

So, that IS what we are talking about We are talking about two 
record production years. We are talking about a record world i>ro- 
duction this year, and we are talking about prices that are going 
strmight down, lliere are no restrictions on anybody who waute to 
plant rice. 

Let me mention something alee that CcmgresEcaan Leggett talked 
about. That is the Public Law 480 program. It is taroe that we pro- 
gram about one-third of the rice we produce in this country under 
the fbod-for-peace program. 

Last year they said they were going to program about 1 million 
tons. The Department got around to selling a bttle less than 800,000. 
They say that it will be 800,000 tons this year. You know how much 
the; have sold after about Zyi^ months in this fiscal year! They have 
sold aj^roximately 157,000 tons against the projection of 800,000 tons, 

So, I think what we have under the present program is a situation 
■where we are going to have a record production year, a record world 
production year, prices going straight down to the farmer, and yet 
we still have a Jiepartment that says we need a new rice program. 

I nak, "WliyC Do we need to produce more rice? No. We are doing 
that Do we need a new program to bring the price to consumers 
downf Or brinf; the pHces to the fanners down) That is certainly 
not what their ^art says. It says it is going straight down and loolffi 
like it is going to head to the bottom of the chart. 

So, what isay is, the reason that the Department had for urging 
* new rice bill does not seem to be there at this time. 
- A lot has happened since we had hearings. We liave lost very strong 
markets for our American rice. We lost South Vietnam and Cambodia. 

We are going to have some other ones added to it, but I do not think 
it is going to be enough to pick up the surplus that we are headed 
for this year. 

They are projecting in their own figures B.^in, a carryover of rice 
of about 20 million hundredweight of rice. That is a carryoTer. Of 
coiKse, some say "the canrover figures are wrong and you cuinot 
project this early and you do not know what is going to happen. Lrfist 
year we projected a carryover of 27 million hundredweight and we 
«nded up wtih 7 or 8 million. 

If their figures are not correct, then perhaps they diould not put 
them out. Their latest figures on what nee we are going to have left 
over from this crop after eveiything is sold is 20 miUion hundred- 
weight of rice. 

It will probably go down from that, but we are projected to have 
more than we are going to sell under the present program. 

So, Mr. Chairman and members, I thank Tou. I will not take any 
more time, but I do think that we have one bill which I introduced an<t 
joined with a number of members from Texas and Oalifomia, HJR. 
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4741. 1 do not think we really gave enough attention to it. It providpd 
for open production, it provid^ for a. lower loan level from 65 percent 
of parity down to 60 percent of parity, it provided for people to sell 
and lease allotments. It was a pennBnent piece of legislation. 

I think the subcommittee could perhaps give greater attention to this. 

One other point I would like to make ie this. What kind of farmers 
are we talking ahout! Are we talking about large farmers or coopera- 
tion farmers, or exactly what are we diking about i 

My congressional district is the largest producer of rice of any con- 
gressional district in the United States. We have over 500,000 acres 
of rice planted in the Seventh Congressional District of southwest 
Louisiana. I dare say that the average allotment holder in my district 
has an allotment of 200 acres. That is not a very large farm. 

I have over 5,000 individual rice farmers who planted that acreage. 
That is a lot of small farmers who, I think, need a GovemmMit pro- 
gram. They need to market the crop and they need help in selling toeir 
crop. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chaihman. Thank you, Mr, BreauX' — ' — 

Mr. Young. Mr. Pickle, Mr. Chairman, had to go back to the Ways 
and Means Committee' and he asked that I state to the committ«e that 
he does also associate himself with the remarks of Mr. Breaux, uid 
would like to file a statement. 

The Chairman. Without objection it will be filed. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Pickle follows :] 



Mr. Chairman, the rice producers -of I'ezas feel that tbere bas b«en a dcaetlc 
«hange In the situation slnca initial hearings were held In April, The; feel that 
If this legtslatton were enacted, It wonld resnlt In a diBafrtrouB oversupply problem. 

As 70D well know, the mott recent gtatmtca provided by the United States 
Department of Agriculture Indicate that this year's production will exceed Iftst 
year's record crop b; at least sereu percent. In addition, some Industry estimates 
hint that the TTSDA figures may be seriously underestimated. 

Naturally, If such a bumper crop Is to be marketed. It must be exported In 
gnttt amonnta. Two of the most substantial export mbrhets, Cambodia and 
^outh Vietnam, are now lost as [ntentlal buyers. DnrluK this fiscal year, USDA 
plana to export only 800,000 tons of rice under Uie Pli^SO program, which Is a 
reduction of 200,000 tons from the previous year. There are indications that some 
of tills country's largest ilce customers, Iraq, Indonesia, Iran, and Korea, to 
uiMitlon a few, have either decided to buy from other exporters, or make severe 
cutbacks in their Imports from the U.S. So, there are serious difficulties in the 
export market 

I do not believe that the great majority of producers of those crops which 
are now under the target price system are happy with it. I know that my rice 
producers are opposed to It. Growers In my district have told me that they would 
prefer continuing under the present prograOi. 

I endorse the present program which has proved viable to all parties concerned : 
consumers, growers, and the federal government. If the Committee did abandon 
the present system, I would like to see It adopt a bill along the lines of the one 
introduced by my friend and colleague, John Breaux of Louisiana. 

To my way of thinking, the trends that have taken place in the USDA in the 
last six years toward the target price system are not favorable to the slngle-unlt, 
family farm. Studies by the Congressional Reeearcb Service and other groups 
have established that the family farm is still the moat efficient and economical 
nnlt for agrtcultural production In this country. 

Over the years, the government agricultural policies have simidy provided some 
insurence for the farmer who must depeni) on the whims of the weather, the 
international market, the futures market, and numeroua other uncontrollable 
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variables to make tbe Urelthood. I maintain that the ultimate costs to the federal 
goremment and to the shopper In the enpwmarket y/Ol be far greater If we tnm 
oar back on the small agrlcnltnral {irodncer and allow the void to be taken np by 
giant aKriliualnesa concerns. I feel that If we apply tbe target lolce srstem to- 
rice, we will be furthering a bad trend. 

There has been some ■past testimony which Indicates that for a variety of rea- 
sons — including soil conditions — rice can be produced more cheaply In Arkansas 
or Mississippi than it can In Texas, Lonlalana, or California. However, If this 
l^slation were passed th« adverse effect on the world market would hurt the 
endre conntry. I do not like to see a bill debated on the basis of one state versus 
another. We should examine the Impact that this bill will have on our nation 
as a whole. I am convinced that we will all enfler from overproduction. 

Feriiape tbe bill whltA Is now pending is not perceived tn be as harmfal as 
the legislation whldt failed to pass last session. However, I do not think that 
this Is a valid reason to enact this bllL 

The Subcommittee should reconsider this legislation and ask TTSDA statls- 
tldans to provide It with the latest crop figures. I am convinced that these 
flgnres win indicate that we will have a slgnlflcant Increase ov«t earlier 
predictions. 

The Chairman. Thank you Mr. Young. The record will show that 
Mr. Pickle associates himself with the stotement of Mr. Breaux. We 
are very happy to have the statement of Mr, Toimg, and Mr. Pickle 
in support of Mr. Breaux. 

We have one additional member, I think, in the hearing room, 
Mr. Burlison of Ujasonri, who is a former member of this committee. 

STATSKEKT 07 HOIT. BILL D. BTTRLISOIT, A BEFRESEHTATIVE IK 
OONGBESS FROK THE STATE OV HISSOUSI 

ID*. BcBusoN. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to make a brief statement. I feel a bit outnumbered here with 
lara;e delegations from Texas and California. 

I think their situation and theis outlo(& is considerably different 
than most of the otJier States of tke Midwest, Soutii, and Midsouth 
renons. 

Perhaps, in a sense, it is presumptuous to say how oUier Members 
of Congress feel on this legislation. 

All we need to do, I suppcee, is check the vote on the bill last year 
and we will find out what is the position of the Members, with 
the exception of our newer Members. Nevertheless, I have had occa- 
sion to talk with Mr. Passman this morning from Louisiana. The in- 
terest of his growers is obviously di£erent from those of Mr. Breauz,. 
who is from the same State. 

Although Mr, Passman voted for the bill last time, he tells me that 
even then he did not recognize the broad basis of support that there 
is in his district for the lull. 

As for the Midsouth State of Arkansas, you are familiar with 
Mr. Alexander's position. Last yeair he was the primary sponsor of the 
T^slation. Incidentally, I cosponsored with Mr. Alexander last year's 

I had occasion t» talk with Mr. Mills of Arkansas, this morning. 
He emphasized to me the interest that his district and his farmers 
have in this legislation. 

These are a couple of examples of other Members who are not here. 
I am sure the Texas and California delegation can also present names 
of other Members who support their position. 
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I think there has been the intimation that there is an oversupply, 
or tiiat we are facing an oversupply imminently, of rice, and tJiat we 
should not open the door or provide for open planting of rice. 

The evidence in my district is quite to the contrary. 

I have just checked and found that in 1973, which was the last year 
before the Secretary lifted the allotment restrictions, there was only 
5,300 acres planted for rice in my district. Incidentallyj my district 
produces all the rice in Missouri and, as you know, that is not a very 
iaxe^ amount of rice. 

But, the next year when open planting yras permitted, that acreage 
increased threefold. It increased to 15,000. This present crop year, 
1975, it went up another 3,000 acres. 

My farmers insist that they can raise rice at the $9 a hundredweight 
price, which is the approximate market price of it now. They are 
anxious to have the opportunity to raise rice at that price. 

Of particular interest to our midsouth and midwest farmers and 
representatives should be the fact that this acreage which goes into 
rice in most of our Midwest and Midsouth States will come from 
cotton, soybeans, wheat^ and com. I have already indicated that my 
farmers say they can raise rice and they want to raise it competitively 
and freely without penalties or restrictions and allotment. 

We just recently removed those crops from the Giovermnent mo- 
nopoly which rice now enjoys, that is, the old producers. Our wheat 
farmers, our soybean farmers, our cotton farmers, our com farmers no 
longer have that, and this acreage in my district, this threefold, al- 
most fourfold increase that we have had in my district, came n?om 
these crops. My district raises just those commodities that I have 
mentioned. 

This is an added consideration that our midsouth and our midwest 
Congressmen and Bepresentatives of farmers should have in mind. 

Mentioned has been the unount of carryover which we are expected 
to have and the statistics quoted from the Department of Agriculture 
as to the amount of that carryover. These are very unreliable from 
past experience. As an illustration, let me say that 1 year ago the 
Government was predicting a 27-million hundredweight carryover. 
At the time of your hearings on this bill, that prediction was down 
to 13 million hundredweight. 

Jfow the Department's prediction for the 1&75 crop year is down 
to 7-million hundredweight carryover. So, I think those predicted 
carryover figures have a very little reliability based on past experience. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the extent of my very brier remarks. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Burlison. We are happy 
to have you today. 

Without objection ,1 will ask the record to include the statement 
of the Hon. Bill Alexander, which is before the members. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Bill Alexander follows:] 

s ConoBEss Fbom the 

Mr. AucxAnvEB. Ur. Ohalnnan, and members Of the Ctnmnlttee, tbank joa for 
SlTlnjT me this opporttinitr to be heard again on the need rice prodncers and 
consumers have for Congrees to modernize the lawi goremtng rice production 
In thla country. 
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For tbe laformaUoa of the Goramittee I have Kttaclied to 1117 teatlmcmy a copy 
of the statement which I made before the Subcommittee on Otlseeds and Rice 
daring Its heartngM this nprlng. I will limit m; furtlier remarks to what I believe 
to be some of the most important polnta for this Oommittee to consider today.' 
First, let me say tlut my State of Arkansaa and my district have tradltlmially 
been leadiug rice prodnduK areas. Thla year Arkaiuafi ranked first and my dis- 
trict ranked second In the Nation in acreage planted. 

During the paut two .rears allotment holding rice producers, and, more Im- 
iMrtantlf , those who have in the past not \ieen able to i^ant rice because they 
did not hare an allotment, have demonatnited dearl; that they will ^ant 
enough rice to meet this Nation's net^ and to eupply a third of the rice In the 
world market. There are two critically Important things about the bebarlor of 
rice growera, during theae two "kven vrodiictlwi" aeaawa. Flist, many at the 
allotment-holding growers hare becm wllUng to toigo the price protection pro- 
rided under the iiirrent Ipgislntton by planting more acres than they were 
allotted. Tou lose your protection when yon do that Secmid, ixxi-aUotment hold- 
ing farmers had the courage to plant rice without any hope of price protection. 
I'hat nya to me that both them group* beUere Out th« domestic and worid 
demand for rice is great enough that tber can make money In today's market. 
Experienced farmers do not plant crops they don't believe they can make money 
ou. 

This Is particularly Interesting because at the name time that the allotment- 
holding producers were planting more than their allotments they wetw bnsy 
trying to kill efforts to make the laws governing rice prodnctiim fairer to all 
farmers and to consumers. 

Opponents of this bill argue that It should not be passed because the prices 
farmers are getting now are down. The present price behavior Is not unusnaL 
During the past Arc years the prices received by farmers have regularly been 
higher betwe<>n January and July tlian In the early months of the marketing year. 
It Is true that present prices are down from the heights of 1973 which were 
inspired by controlle^l production, pressure from world food shortages, and 
increased world rice purchasing power. 

But the fact Is that, since the beginning of fbe marketing Tears, some farmers 
have been ttirning down bids for their rice that are higher than the ctirrent 
loan rate. Export inquiries are continuing. If I was turning down bids blgfaer 
than the loan rate, it would be because I expect prices Co rise. 

There is another aspect to this Issne. Rice farming is a verr expensive opera' 
Hon requiring a hi|di degree of knowledge both of production and marketing. 
Successful farmers don't get Into the business If they don't think they will 
make money. Thef are smart enough not to go ctiasing rainbows composed of 
one or even two years of dramatically higher prices. They look at long-range 
trMids In supply and demand. 

Theteifore, It is reasonable to assume that farmers who are In rice production 
imd want to stay there expect to make money. Tbe opponents of this bill dim't 
say they want to get out of the rice growing business. What they say is they 
want to cut out the competition from farmers who don't have acreage allotments 
but hare the courage to try to compete In the rice market even without the 
cushiim of psice protection to fall bei^ on. 

Even with open production seasons in the past two years, in which more rice 
has been produced than at any other time in U.S. rice production history, the 
farmers have been getting more on a monthly and seasonal national average 
per hundredweight than they did at any time prior to July, 1978, under closed 
production. 

The national, monthly average price per hundredweight for rice to farmers 
in September was 88.88. Seasonal average prices are the important ones to 
consider. The September price was 24.21 percent higher than the 1972-7B season 
average price of $6.78 per hundredweight for rice to farmers. It Is 39.87 percent 
higher than the $5.24 season average price per hundredweight for rice received 
by farmers in the 1971-72 year. Even taking into account the rises In production 
costs, the $8.88 per hundredweight price, I am told, is substantlaltr higher than 

the cost of producing rice— It Is profitable. 

A final Issue I would discuss Is that of the Department of Agriculture's carry- 
over projections. The latest Ui!DA forecast for August 1, 1978, Is 14.7 to 21.7 
million hundredweight It has not been unusual for the TI8DA October rice carry- 
over projections to be high. For example, the October, 1974 projecttons were 
62.64 percent higher than the actual August 1, 1976, carryover. As a matter at 

> Proposed Chansei lo Blee Ptoetud, 9«rlal tt-J. 
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fact, rlM supply and demand projections by USDA are noted (or their Inaccnnu?, 
Tariabtllty, and conseEratism. In seven of the laat ten years tlie USDA carryover 
projections bare been tilgher tban the actual figure. 

I^Bt fear's October projections were made at a time when USDA should 
have been fully aware of the world food crisis and its implications for U.S. 
grain marketa, and at a Ume whtai USDA Itself was cautiously forecasting an 
Incre&BC in rice saleH. Even as late aa April, 1976, USDA was projecting an 
August 1. 19TS, carryover that turned out to be 47.02 higher tlian what the 
actual August 1, 1075, carryover figure shows. 

What actually happened was that under open production, the U.S. produced 
and sold in the domestic and world commercial marlcets more rice than at any- 
time in Its history and had an August 1, 197S, carryover of 7.1 miUion 
bondred weight, lower than the prevlons year and one of the lowest carryover 
figures In U.S. rice production history. We were competitive and ^rtien we are 
competitive we sell rice. 

If the October, 1975, USDA rice carryover projections for August 1, 1976, are 
olf not by the percentage its Octulier, 1974 projection for August 1, 1975 were, 
but by the anxrant of the percentage error of Its April, 1975 forecasts, then 
the actual August 1, 1976 carryover will range from T.7 to 11.5 million hundred- 
weight. This, I understand, is well within the range considered acceptable by 
the rice industry. 

The low 1975 carryover figure and the increase in world domestic sales of 
rice were achieved in a year when rice SQppUes in the U.S. increased by 19.1 
percent over the previous year. The USDA Is forecasting only a 7.6 perc^it 
increase in total U.S. supplies next year and has said in its Octolwr, 1976, "Rice 
Sitnatlon" report that domestic use will Increase live percent over last year 
and ". . . overall world demand will continue strong. . . .". At the same time, 
the USDA, Co get its projected carryover figures of 14.7 to 21.7 million hundred* 
weight, had to assume a slower rate of growth of demand for U.S. rice last 
year — or from 20,96 percent in 1975 to between 1,88 and 7.58 percent In 1976, 
The USDA "HIce Situation" report for October, 197B, does not indicate that the 
Department expects that kind of dramatic decrease in demand growth. 

Another aspect of the USDA projections for the August 1, 19T6 carryover 
date Is found In comparing the figures shown in the April, ld75 "Rice Situation" 
report and that for October 1975. In April USDA was forecasting a carryover 
Of 24.4 to 26.4 million hundredweight for August 1, 1976. By the time of the 
October publication this figure dropped to 14.7 to 21.7 million hundredweight, 
indicating a marked in4>rovement In the supply and demand outlook. 

Nonetheless, if USDA forecasts hold up, we are faced with the immediate 
prospect of a "closed production" year for the 1976 crop. The expectation la 
that national acreage In production will be reduced from approximately 2.8 
mUIlou to as low aa L6S million acres. If that happens, the consequences will 
be swift and painful. Higher consumer prices can be expected by nest summer. 
The United States will lose between a half bililon and Sl.1 billion in export 
Income. U.S. rice export markets will be hurt, possibly beyond complete recovery. 
The door to better incomes will be slammed to fanners who have had the grit 
to get into rice production without any hope of price protection sncb as the 
old growers have and would continue to enjoy under this new legialatton. If 
□ew legislation is not enacted. Congress will break faith with the mllUons of 
the world's hungry who have believed our flne promises of good falQi eftorta 
to help relieve tiitii plight 

The Chaibman. K there are some pressing miestions which the 
iriBinbers of the committee wish to ask, we wiJltake thege up now. 

Mr. PoAGE. I hate to impose on the committee bnt I do not under- 
stand the reasoning of some of the proponents. Mr. Burlison is the 
only witness of that type that we have. Let me ask him this. Where do 
you propose to sell this rice ? The United States will not use more than 
a third of it. 

Mr. BuHusoN. I would propose to sell it where we sell our wheat 
and our cotton and our B(^Deans. 

Mr. PoAOE. We sell our wheat to Eussia and Poland and Germany 
and Japan. None of those would buy any substantial quantity of rice, 
would they? They never bave. 
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Mr. BuBUBON. I would say to my friend from Texas that we have 
not readied that point yet of not having enough market for our rice 
because there is apparently a world shortage of food, and rice is one 
of the commodities that would fill that need. 

Mr. PoAOE. That is the fundamental error in all of this, to assume 
that there is such a shortage. Of course there are people who would 
like to have rice. There are people who would like to have wheat, and 
there are people who would like to have the calves that we cannot sell. 
There are people that would like to have all of these things, but I want 
you to identify them because most of those people cannot pay for them. 

Mr. BuBUSox. We provide rice and the other commodities to a lot 
of countries who cannot pay for it. 

Mr. PoAQ£. That is rignt; that ia what I am g^iting to. 

I will yield to Mr. Bowen in a moment, bnt I would like to get 
through with this thought. 

You cited Bangladesh, or somebody cited it. Has Bangladesh ever 
paid us $1 for a sale of rice ? Have we ever received $1 for the sale of 
rice to Bangladesh ! 

Mr. BuRLisoN. I did not cite Bangladesh, go I cannot speak to tha^ 
but I do know that we have a world market for rice at this time and 
that world market is in the neighborhood of $9 per hundredweight, and 
my farmers are tickled to death to try to raise rice at that price. It 
seems to me that it is a fundamental inequity, Mr. Poftge, to permit 
fanners in one area, one State, or two States m the Nation to nave a 
monopoly on the production of a commodity and to permit those areas 
to retain that monopoly when there are other farmers in tb& Midwest 
and the Midsouth and perhaps other areas in the countty that want a 
shot at this market. 

Mr, PoAOE. Let us come ba(^ to the problem. Across the line from 
you, Arkansas has had a pretty good allotment for a good many years. 
The chief proponent of this has not been discriminated against. 

Where are we going to sell this rice! You said we are going to sell 
it where we sell wheat. We are not going to sell it where we sell wheat 
because the same people do not want to eat rice and wheat in large 
quantities. 

I think that rather than giving us these hopeful thoughts, that we 
ought to have some facts here as to where this rice is going. 

Will you not agree that the figure is Bulwttantiany correct that only 
one-third of this rice can be sold in the United States ! 
, Mr. BuKusoN. I would, think, Mr. Poage, that that is a fairly reli- 
able estimate. By the same token, as you Imow so very well, we export 
an extremely large proportion of other grains and commodities. Soy- 
beans Mid wheat have been exported for many years, and we have ex- 
ported as much as 50 percent of those. 

Mr. PoAOB. And we export them to people who can pay for fhem. 
We export the largest part of those to Japan and to Western Europe, 
and rather recently, a rather substantial amount is probably going to 
the Soviet Union. 

All of those people are able and do pay. 

What I am asking you is where are we selling rice and getting mon^ 
for it? : 

Mr. BowBN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, PoAOE. I would like to complete my esamination of tiie witness 
and then I will yield to the gentleman. 
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Where are we selling rice and getting money for it J 

Mr. BuBLisoN. Mr. Poa^ we are semng rice in a number of places. 
I am not going to engage in an argument with my friend about where 
it is going. Let me answer the question generally by saying that it is 
going to enough places to support a $9 per hundredweight market 
price and my farmers are anxious to raise it at that price. 

■Where is it going i It does not matter where it is going so long as 
it commands a market price of $9 to $10 per hundredweight. What 
difference does it make f Whether it goes to Bangladesh or India) 

Mr. FoAQE. I think the gentleman is on the City Council of Hew 
York City to give me that sort of an answer. 

What we are doing is selling rice to the U.S. Goyemment at $9 a 
hundredweight to give to Bangladesh and to give to various conn* 
tries all over the world under Public Law 480. It does not bring a 
dollar into the U.S. Treasuir, and on the contrary it bleeds the 
Treasury for every dollar and every bushel of that rice that we are 
shipping out under Public Law 480. It is costing the U.S. Government 
the $9 a hundredweight, rather than bringing anything into this 
country. 

I asked the gentleman in all fairness to tell me where we are getting 
money in for 3ie sale of this rice. I do not get the answer. 

If the gentleman from Mississippi wants to give me the answer I 
would be glad to have it. 

Mr. BowEN. I thank the genUeman for yielding. 

I would like to point out that the Public Law 480 sales is oriiy 
a minor portion of our sales. 

Mr. PoAOE. They are making up the biggest portion of it right now. 
They did not make it up 2 years ago, but they are making up almost 
all of it now. 

Mr. BowEN. We are consuming about 42 million hundredweight of 
rice in this country and we are exporting about 72 million hundred- 
wei^t and only about 17.6 million of that is Public Law 480, 

Mr. PoAOK. 'mat is last year's figures when we were shipping rice to 
a great many parts of the world. Now will the gentleman tell me where 
we are shipping rice today and getting cash money for itt Will the 
gentleman answer the question^ 

Mr. BowBN. X)o you want me to read off a list of the countries ! l^e 
point is you can only go on the record of past purchases. How do I 
Know who is going to buy the rice next mon^? I can tell you this, that 
the money that the OP£C countries are gaining through us from oil 
sales is being used to purchase rice in large amounts. Our sales in- 
creased 48 percent to the Middle Eastern nations last year. I do not 
particularly like the fact that they are getting our dollars, but I like 
to get all of it back that I can in commercial sales. That is where the 
future price is, in commercial sales, and the outlook is very bright. 

You mentioned the Soviet Union. Until this moratorium was put 
on, the Soviet Union wanted to buy 100,000 metric tons of rice. The 
Japanese do buy rice. 
Sir. PoAGE. The Japanese are exporting rice. 

Mr. BowEN. The Carribean nations and the Cubans may well be in 
the market for American rice for 200,000 metric tons shortly. 

I do not think anything is gained by reading the shoppmg list of 
countries. The fact is that I befieve the members of this committee can 
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see that the market is there, and all you have to do is see who bought 
last year and the year before, and the fact that the market is going up 
sJiariily. Xeither the jrentleman from Missouri nor I, nor any^idy, can 
tell me for certain who is going to buy the American rice next month, 
or the next month. 

As he wisely pointed out, the market price is there, and there are 
ricegrowers who are anxious, willing, and able to produce rice at that 
price. 

So. if the market is there and if the millers are buying it from you. 
tben it is not our business to run around and ask the millers where they 
are going to sell it, and where the exporters are going to sell it. That 
is their business. The fanner only wants to sell rice in the market and 
it is there. 

Mr. Johnson. There are three pages of countries listed which are 
purcliasing rice. Pages 153, 154, 155 of our report. 

Mr. PoAGE. If the gentleman will look at the figures, we sold $285 
million worth of rice last year. We had a carryover of 7.1 million 
hundredweight. So, what we are getting monej' for is infinitesimal. 
What we are doing is selling the nce to the U.S. Government and we 
are paying for it. It is costing the Government to move this excess rice. 

Mr. BuRUBON. For thepnrpose of the record, let me respond. 

The Chairman. The Chair's intention was to allow our colleagues 
to make statements regarding the rice situation. This is actually a 
markup session. It is certainly the right of any member of the com- 
mittee to argne, but I am concerned that we are keeping colleagues 
from other responsibilities. I want to emphasize that we nave a tight 
tehedule, and must process with the markup of the bill. 

If there are further questions, however, let us have them. I do not 
want to cut off members, 

We are making an exception to the rule by hearing from witnesses 
after the subcommittee has reported a bill to the full committee. 

Mr. Brown. Without having had the benefit of participating in the 
subcommittee hearings, I just want to clarify one point which I think 
might be important to our colleagues, 

I note that it is anticipated that the enactment of this legislation 
would result in additional rice plantings. I note from page 1& of the 
Babcommittee report that one estimate at least said tmit there would 
be an additional 1 million acres planted in rice which would produce, 
I gather, about 40 million hundredweight additional rice. 

(Obviously, this would have a drastic effect on the market in view 
of the one-third increase in acreage production. 

I would like to ask if we can verify that we could anticipate some 
impact of this magnitude ; in other words, the one-third increase in the 
acreage production of rice as a result of IJie passage of this legislation 
as testified in the committee hearings. 

Mr. BoweN. The gentleman is probably incorrect in thinking that. 
Regardless of what fliat particular sentence says, to think that produc- 
tion would expand is erroneous. We have had that op^i market for 2 
years. This legislation allows that open market to continue. That is the 
same system under which we have operated for 2 years. 

There is no particular reason for a vast expansion in production. In 
fact, what will happen is just the other side of the coin. There will be 
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an Abrupt and sharp cutback in prodaction as a result of the Secretary 
closing market qnotaa, which will cut a million acres from production 
and probably increase the price of rice by two times on the grocery 
ehelvee and wUl lose this country about $1 billion in export sales of 
rice, and that is what is likely to happen if we do not pass this 
lemslation. 

Mr. Brown. Let me pursue this question further. 

If there would be no net increase with the additional 1 million 
acres planted, would this not then result in a reduction in the acreage 
in California and Texas, and other established areas which are now 
being planted with rice? 

Mr. BpHuflON. Let me respond to my friend from California as to 
what would happen in my congressional district. I am sure this would 
happen in Mr. Alexander's congressional district as well. 

If there becomes an OTersnpply of rice in relation to other com- 
modities, my farmers will raise wheat or com or soybeans. If. at the 
time of tlie planting season, the outlook for those commodities is 
better than it is for nee, they wiH do that. 

So, this bill will merely permit the market to operate in an open 
fashion. It will let farmers plant what they want, when the outlook 
is favorable for those particular commodities. 

As I have noted, the same thing was done with respect to cotton and 
wheat and com. This was just a couple of years ago. 

Mr. Brown. I appreciate your response. You have indicated that 
the acreage about tripled in your district. 

Mr. BuHueON. That is correct. If my frieods from Tesas and Cali- 
fornia are accurate in that we are going to have an oversupply widch 
would suppress prices, then my farmers will go back to planting 
cotton and soybeans and wheat. 

Mr. BsowN. Let me pursue this one step further 

Mr. Bprlison. This would let the farmers farm, rather than letting 
the Government do the farming and make the decisions. 

Mr. Broww. If there is a sm)stantial carryover of rice nnder this 
lemslation, this would tri^er a reduction in allotments, would it not? 

Mr. BmuJSON, Under the present law that is correct. If the supply 
reaches a certain point, then the Secretary 

Mr. Brown. It would also apply under the proposed legislation at » 
certain level of overproduction. 

Mr. BowEN. No. 

Mr. BimuBON. I do not believe tiie gentleman is accurate on that 
point. 

Mr. Bbown. I yield to my colleague from California. 

Mr. Kress. I wonder if the gentleman from Missouri could clarify 
a point for me. It may be clear to others, but it remains nebulous to 
me. I think it is a crucial point 

It seems to me that there is a conflict between your testimony. Mr, 
Burlison, and the comments made by the gentleman from Mississippi, 
Mr. Bowen. He argues, as I understand it, that the acreage is going 
to drop, and you have told us that all of the cotton farmers and other 
farmers you have in your district are so anxious to grow rice that they 
are willing to switoh from these other crops to rice. So it seems to me 
tliere is a conflict there. I wonder if you can cleu* it up for nte. 
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Mr. Bdrlison. No, they havfe not switched in great magnitude. They 
have switched enough to more than triple the amoont of acreage 
planted to rice in mv district, 

Aa I liave already mentioned, that trend may reverse if the rice 
market is glutted. But in the last 2 years that trend, with the open 
planting, has been a strong trend toward the growing of rice. 

Mr. Legobtt. Mr. Chairman, I think we have to understand how 
the old law works, and how the new law works. 

As I understand the new law after having consulted with Mr. 
Breaux, the effect of a big surplus would not trig^r allotments be- 
cause, as I understand it, tiie allotments we have would be wiped out. 
What would happwi would be that those people who have allotments 
would be able to get the cash payments. That is if you sold rice for 
$6 a hundredweight and the support price stayed at $8.25. Then all 
of our people, that is, Mr. Breaux and mine, on their allotment acreage 
would oe able to pick up a couple of dollars in cash. Very frankly, we 
do not want that. 

Mr. Burlison's new people, under this legTsl^ion, would not be able 
to pick up a dime. In which case he would nave to figure out whether 
he could actually grow rice for $6 or $6 — and I suspect he cannot, in 
whi(ih case he would be stuck with costs of buying machines and things 
like that. 

I do not begrudge anybody to get into this business, but I think we 
ou^t to keep this in mind: The rice industry has been reasonably 
confined to a balance of supply and demand situation. "We have n(A 
had a situation where we ha^e 37,000 growers of cotton in South Caro- 
lina that grow an average of seven acres. They make a net of about 
$600 a year. 

We do not have that situation in rice. That is a social problem. It is 
not an agriculture problraa. But this committee deals with a large 
number of social problems and you also have some conmiercial 
problrans. 

Bight now rice is a commercial commodil^. I do not see that you 
ought to keep it enfranchised and limited, but certainly you should 
not throw away the supply management tools. 

There is danger in passing legislation that you can get your supplies 
totally out of phase with demand. 

I agree with Mr. Burlison that this committee can pass this bill out 
and Sirow it to the floor, and the floor will pass rt very qui<My. 
Ttere will be no problem whatsoever. 

But the floor cannot imderstand this. This committee theoretically 
should be able to understand this, and if you do not understand it, 
than you ought to refet* itbflck to tne siAx»mmittee so that you can get 
some more testimony. 

You are on the razor's edge of making a very important decision. 

It is not going to measurably help the price of rice in the store for 
the consumers, hut it is going to cost the Government one whale of a 
chunk of dough; as Mr. Poage indicated we pay $2S5 million to get 
rid of our surplus rice last year under Public Law 480. Anybody iriio 
can defend the Public Law 480 program last year as food for peace 
program, then you just look at tiie countries where we gave the rice. 
We did not give it to the hungry nations. We gave it to the nations 
where we had deals, and wlu^ we had special r^ticais with, and 
things like that. 
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" Really, we just bought up tiiis ric© and gave it away. If you want to 
l)uy up even more rice and give it away in th& same pattern, thai go 
ahead and do it I think we ought to develop a program of food for 
peace that is meaningful. I thii^ it ought to be related to the hungry. 
Them if we want to go ahead and do this and try it and encourage 
people to go into the business, then we can do it. 

The Chaibmaw. Mr. Richmond. 

Mr. Richmond. I wanted to know the price and Mr. Breaux tells me 
it -was $8.40 a hundredweight. 

Mr. Johnson. No. 

The Chairman. Those members who have questions of Members of 
Congress should state them. The purpose of the session is to get infor- 
mation. I do not want to be restrictive ; but while we have our members 
here, we should hear from them. Mr. Krebs. 

Mr. Kbebs. I have one brief question for Mr. Leggett. 

"When you stated in your initial testimony that your farmers will 
survive quite nicely even with this legislation, did you not by way of 
summary say that, in effect, they womd do so at the cost to the Amer- 
ican taxpayer? 
■ Mp. Xjmoett. Exactly. 

I recall some years ago when my farmers were saying "We are an 
independent group and it does not cost the Government anything." 
They were saying that they could be just as separate from government 
as anybody. They do not understand that it costs one-third of a biUion 
dollara to get rid of this commodity and pay for the administration 
and storage and things like that. This does not disappear without cost. 

If this committee can get a commitment from OMB that they will 
support a half a billion dollars for Public Law 480, and maybe also 
develop some kind of a reasonable plan for disposal of all rice in 
Public Law 480 that makes sense, then open it up and let everybody in. 

I do not really think I can grow any more nee in my dismct very 
frankly. We are filled up. 

Some years ago I was trying to keep the total commodity price for 
rice under about $150 million. Now I see it is up twice that. Very 
frankly, it is, embarrassing to me. 

Mr. FriHiAN. I direct this to Congressman Leggett. 

We had figures in the subcommittee, and agam yesterday in the full 
committee, that the average for Caliiomia rice farmers m terms of 
net profit per acre was about $253. Do you have any reason to believe 
in that figure? 

Mr. Leggett. I would say this. Of course that depends on whether 
you are talking about $18 rice or $9 rice. 

There is no doubt about it that the farmers can do very well some- 
times in this commodity. Sometimes it is rather lean. Over the past 
16 years the farmers have done very well. 

Mr. FrrniAN. This was tlie figure that was offered the committee, 
and I noted in the same figures that there is a wide variety of price and 
profit differential between sections of the country. 

As I recall those figures, the CaUfomia rice farmer was by far at 
the better end of it. 

I just did a little mathematics here. I used the figure $250 per acre. 
The average size of the rice farm in California has 200 acres. That 
nets out $60,000 a year. 
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I am not sure whether I have farmers like that in Indiana, but I am 
not sure that if we did have, then we would welcome some competjtiou. 

That is my question. If that is even reaaonably accurate and even if 
it is only half accurate, let us say $26,000 or $80,000 net in terms of 
farm income wliich would be half that in a year, then I am having a 
little bit of difficulty trying to figure out why we should continue the 
monopoly. 

Mr. Leooett. We figured this out years ago, when he bad the cot- 
ton bill. I have no cotton in my district so I can be just as etraigbt 
about it — I figured out when I was on the Agriculture Committee 
back in 1961 and 19G2 or 1963, that they were averaging per farm 
$40,000 to $50,000 while simultaneously in South Carolina they were 
averaging about $ji00. Still we had the same law covering both 
commodities. 

It is like Cadillacs and bit^cles. 

In rice we do not have the drag of a lot of small people in produc- 
tion. By and large, ns you indicate, they are 200-acre people and 
$40,000 or $50,000 not is not a large amount of money when you are 
paying off a $150,000 maclune and trucks and things like that, and 
paying for aeroplanes and things like that You have to have a good 



But, if you would look at yonr 200-acre com fanner in Indiana, 
then you are going to find that they are approximating those figures 
on the new land. 

Mr. FrrniAN. It was my impression that the cost of production was 
figured prior to the analysis ofthe ^50. 

Mr. JjEoaETT. Yes, but you are still dealing in large amounts of 
money. 

Mr. FirHiAM. But my point is that if the figure is accurate — and I 
do not know enough about rice production to vote on this frankly,, 
except what we have heard in the testimony, but the basic point is that 
I am tiying to establish if the figures are correct. 

Mr. Legqett. If the figures were correct for $18, then they may be 
inst half that at $9. Believe me, you cannot rely on the figures you get 
Decause there are as many different figures as there are people, lliere 
is no Federal agency that will give you the figures with all the com- 
puters they have over there. Nobody has the %ures over there at the 
Department 

Mr. FiTHiAN. If it is true that the people generallv lie, cheat, and 
steal, is it not normal that they do not exaggerate uieir income for 
Federal tax purposes! 

Mr. Leooett. Most of it comes from foundations and some of the 
fecial grou^. The information you are getting is not from the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue. It is all estimated based on the number of dif- 
ferent variables. 

The Chairuan. The time of the gentleman has expired. Mr. Mathis. 

Mr. Mathib. I do not intend to engage in a dialog. I appreciate 
them coming to share with us their ctmcems. Mr. Leggett, I Bimlr you 
may have put your finger on the crux of the problem 9o tar, as far as 
Caljfomia growers are concerned, when you say that you are not 
going to arow any more rice in your district I would like to ask Mr. 
Rrraiix i f that is tlie mix of the situation in his district Are you about 
using all the land that is available ! 
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Mr. BsBAUX. Mr. Matlii's &» Bituation in southwest Loiflfflana is tJiat 
we have planted just about every acre. There is room for expanwoo 
in a krt 01 other areas, and I think the paseage of the bill will tH^ng 
Tt about. There are a lot of areas that are not expanded to their full 
<»pacity because the; do not Imow what the situation is going to be, 
whether it will cKmtinue like it is or whether it is gpina to be changed. 

Mr. Mathis. ThoBe areas are not in your congressional district ? 

Mr. Brxaux. Not at all. 

Mr. Mathis. We have heard a lot of criticism of Public Law 480. 
I think some of it is justified but I do not recall, Mr, Cliairman, hear- 
ing any Members coming and criticizing Public Law 480 programs 
and the amount of rice purchased prior to the time that this leg^a- 
tion came up. 

I wonder if you know, Mr. Leggett or Mr. Breauz, what the record 
is under the Public Law 480 program for the rice that we sold under 
title I. 

Mr. BRKAnx. It is not too bad, particularly in South Korea. It is a 
good customer. 

Mr. Mathis. They are a major customer under title I. What about 
title n rice » 

Mr, Bbeaits. Title II, of course, is the total giveaway program, tt 
is not a long-term loan, it is given away because the countir does not 
have enough money to pay. It is a very small portion of the total 
Public Law 480 production. Generally those are the countries that 
have no ability to pay back whatsoever. 

Mr. JjtoaETTT. If the gentleman will yield, when you put together 
a package and they buy part of the rice and you give them the other 
put, wS BO you get a hybrid price eo the'figures you have on cash 
sales are not accurate, because a lot of those sales have not been made. 

Mr. Mathis. I wonder if the gentleman could cite such an example. 

Mr. LEoaETT. That is the deal every year with Korea. 

Mr. Mathis. Korea buys rice tmder the PuUic Law 480, title I f 

Mr, Leoobit. They get giveaway rice. 

Mr. Mathis. Under title II, I think the gentlunsn is incorrect. They 
are buying rice under title L 

If there are instances where we are having that, I want to know 
where they are. 

Mr. LboobTt. We cannot tell you. 

Mr, Mathis. That is much like the question of "where are the 
markets?" 

Mr. Lbooetf. I withdraw that statement. I was mistaken. But, J 
would say this. If ^ou look at countries that are getting giveaway rice, 
then it doee not fit mto a reasonable pattern. 

Mr. Mathis. I think that is a matter of judgment and probably a 
matter of opinion I would say to my friend from California. 

We have heard much from you gentlemen about the cost of rioe 
and I know they are absolutely right. There is a high cost crop to get 
to the market. If in fact the matvet defines, as the gentleman from 
Louisiana insists it is going to, do you know a fanner in the country 
that is going to be wifling to go and risk this amount of ca^ to get 
into the rice growing business f 

Mr. Breacx, They will do it for 1 year and go broke, and then 
leave. 
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Mr. Leooett. You are going to enconrage people to get in there and 
tben get hurt. 

Mr. AIathis. I think yon underestimate the intellicene© of the 
American fanner. He is not going to go out and spend a lot of money 
to go bankrupt in 1 year. He is going to take a long-term look at what 
the market is going to do. He is not going to rush out and make that 
kind of investment without a proper amount of consideration, in my 
opinion. 

Maybe I overestimate the intelligence of the American farmer, but 
I know quite a few of tJiera, and I & not think they are quite as stupid 
BsthaL 

Mr. Breadx. Look what happened the first year that they opened 
up and removed the quota. The year before we planted about 1.8 mil- 
lion acres. It jumped up to 2,5. 

Mr. Mathis, Who planted the rice ? 

Mr. Breads. The people who came in for the first time without allot- 
ments and they wanted to get into it. They got in and the price started 
to go down dramatically wcause of their entrance into the market. 

Mr. Mathib. It was only new producers, or had some of the old 
producers expanded ? 

Mr, Breadx. Old producers could only expand their operations if 
they could grfve up any loan or purchase that they might have on their 
allotted acres. Ton take a farmer with 200 acres, he cannot plant out- 
side that 200-acre lot iinless he gives up any support that he might have 
on his allotted acreage, which is s big risk, so most them have not done 
it Most of the new production cune from new growers who did not 
have an allotment. 

Mr. Mathis. I see my time is -up. Thank you very much, gentl^nen, 
for coming. 

■ The Ct^DiMAW. The Chair would like to acknowledge the presence 
of the distinguished Member of Congress, Jack Broo£, chairman of 
the Committee on Government Operatirais. 
_ Mr. Brooks. We thank you very much. We hope you can help the 
rice farmers in east Texas to survive. 

The Chairman. I take it that your position is the same as that of 
Mr.- Poage, and Mr. Pickle. 

_ Mr. Leogettt. Let me say one more thing. When we talked about 
giveaway rice under title II and the so-called credit sale under title 
I^ as I understand it, the title I sales are a 40-year payback with vir- 
tually no interest rate. Of course, with the inflation rate which we 
have currently operative it is obvious that for all current intents and 
purposes, we have a $70 billion current deficit projected to go up, then 
in the short-term this is giveaway rice. 

The Chairuan, Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Harktn . I have one follow-up question. Mr. Mathis' asked if 
eome of the rice farmers did not expand their production and, if I 
Widerstand your answer, it wag basically no, that they did not. 
1 Mr. liBGGBiT. Mr. Breaux said that. 

V, ;Mr. Bkeattx, The people who expanded were people who did not 
nave allotments. When Qie Department removes the quotas anybody 
who has land can plant rice and most of theexpansionof course came 
from people who did not have allotments. That is why yon see a great 
deal of expansion in Arkansas and in Congressman Bowen's district in 
Mississippi. 
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Mr. Harkot. Did the people with allotments intensify their produc- 
tion with ft greater use of fertilizer for example, to get greater yields! 

Mr, Legobtt. They are always doing that. 

Mr. Harktn. I am jnet wondering if because of the increased price 
that perhaps tiiej figured out that it would be better to double the 
amount of fertilizer to get a bigger yield. 

Mr. LKOoffTT. It do6B not work exactly that way. They are trying to 
be as efficient as they can. My people m California rarely put tjieir 
crop under the loan. As a result you find that most of the expansion 
in California has been from the old growers. 

sir. Bttrubon. Mr. Harkin, I think that you and Mr. Mathis have 
really put your finger on the crux of our controversy. 

The gentleman from California and the gentleman from Louisiana 
have both stated that their farmers cannot expand any more. Well^ 
inasnuch bs they camiot expand any more, then they do not want any- 
one else to be able to get into the program, 

Mt farmers, and most of the otiier farmers of the Midsouth and 
the lower Midwestern States, want an opportunity to get into this 
production. The fact that two or three particular States in the Natioti 
nave been locked in under the old program should not be permitted 
to keep their monopoly simply because Qiey cannot expand tneir mar- 
keti while there are other farmers that do want an opportunity to have 
some of the action. 

I think that is the cnix of the matter. 

Mr. Harkin. I think you are right. I do not have any rice farmers 
in my district ; I have a lot of coin farmers. If I were to draft a piece 
of legislation, I would have a piece of legislation drafted that would 
say I»isically that only_thos6 com farmers that were growing corn 15 
years ago would be locked in to allotments that nobody ^se could 
grow any corn. I will bet you my farmers would really like that. 

They would not be getting $2 or $2.90 a bushel. They would be get- 
ting about $20 a bushel and they would be pretty happy about it. v 

But I do not know if it is fair. I would not think it would be in the 
best interests of free enterprise. 

Mr. PoAQB. Will the gentleman from Iowa yield ! 

Mr. HABEXcf. I would be glad to. 

Mr, PoAQE. I would hope that all of my colleagues who grow tobacco 
and peanuts have heard this coUoquy. You are going to hear it the 
next year, and the next. It is ^ing to apply to tobacco as it does rice. 
"When you have approved this idea for nee you are going to find it em- 
batrasang when the same wor(b are thrown back at you. I do not grow 
any tobacco. 

Mr. HAKKHf. I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CTTAiBMAN.Mr. Moore. 

Mr. MooHE. I want to follow up on the remarks made 1^ my col- 
league, Mr. Fithian. I would like to ask my colleague from Lotii^anaT 
Mr. Breaux, what is the profit per acre! Eio you have any figures! 

Mr. Bbeaitx. I just happen to nave some. 

Mr. MooBE. I though you might. 

Mr. Breaux. On cost of production, and gentlemen, this is one of 
the key things that you have to consider, there are two studies and 
my fnend Sfr. Johnson was alluding to one of them. Texas A. & M. 
just got through doing a very detailed study on rice for the USDA. 
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In addition to that, the Louisiana Farm Bureau just got through 
doin^ a very extensive study on the C03t of production in southweet 
Louisiana in the area I am in. 

This study, which was done by three agricultural economists at LSU, 
indicates that on the cost of production a farmer has s total co^ of 
$S16.02 per acre. They also figure that on the 1975 crop a return of 
$9^ per hundredwei^t. You can produce 35.76 hundredweight per 
acre, which would give that farmer a return of $333.19 coi the average 
for his crop of rice. 

That gives him a net income of $17.17 per acre. 

Maybe there are other figures which Texas A. A M. has. They have 
a cost of production per acre, I think, in the neighborhood of $8.05 
per acre. 

So the difference in the two studies is not that great. That f^ves the 
farmer a return of $17.17 per acre if he sells it for $9.32 per hundred- 
freight 

Ririit now it is selling in the neighborhod of up to $10 per hundred- 
weimt. 

Mr. Bb>bu. Could we get a copy of the breakdown of those figures I 

Mr. Brsattz. I would m glad to supply it. The breakdown includes 
the cost of going in and protnicing an acre. 

Mr. LDaoETr. The figures in (Xlifornia are different. I do not want 
to mislead anyone. 

[The information referred to above follows :] 
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Mr. Breaux. Gentlemen, the fijgures tiiat yoa have in your report 
are not the latest figures availab^. The latest figures available came 
QUt October 2 and were done for USDA. They were compiled in the 
book. I should have had it here this morning. Those are the latest 
fibres which were received after the report ofthe subcommittee. The 
report figures which you have are from USDA and are probably a 
study done in 1972. 

There is a 1975 study just out on the cost of production on every 
area of the United States. 

These Farm Bureau figures I cited to Mr. Hoore are for southwest 
Iiouiaiana only for 1975. 

Mr. Richmond. I have a report this morning from the USDA which 
indicates the average national price of rice is about $7 per hundred- 
weight if you take all the States and average it out 

Mr. MooBE. In Iioui&iana it nms between $8.05 and $8.80. 

Mr. Kjchmond. They say $7.56. 

Mr. MooBE. I am sorry, I disagree with the Department of Afri- 
colture but we have the figures from the State university which I 
think are more accurate. From what I have heard said about the 
USDA I think you would agree with that, Mr. Kichmond. 

The Chauuian. The time of the eentleman has expired. The Chair 
has always followed a policy of allowing all members to critically 
discuss and examine legislation before reporting it Until sudi time 
as those members wishing to offer amendments have been recognized, 
the bill will not be reported. 

Mr. Fetseb. I agree with the Chairman on that, but my purpose 
was to find out 

The Chaieman. The Chair anticipates that there will be a motion 
or motions to either send the bill back to the subcommittee for farther 
hearings or to lay it over without prejudice. In addition, there will 

erobably be an amendment with regrard to the research section and 
e another to change the language. It is also possible that there will 
bo others still of which the Chair is not aware. 

I hope the gentleman does not suppose that the Chair would deny 
members an opportunity to offer amendments to tJie bill since that 
would be a denial of the process. 
The committ«e will report or not report 
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3Ir. Jones of Tennessee. According to what I understood you to 
say, tliat would preclude the possibihty of bringing up a bill which, 
my committee has reported out? 

The Chairuan. That is correct unless the gentleman offers a motion 
to take the bill up out of order and the committee votes to do so. 

Although I do not plan to schedule any intervening matters, if any 
member of the committee wishes to exercise his right to move that we 
proceed to another matter temporarily, we can set this bill aside. 

As of the moment, however, the Rice bill is scheduled for further 
consideration tomorrow; and although it is not the bill listed by Uie 
committee, it is the continuing and pending business. 

Mr. JoNBS of Tennessee. I do not have a &sire to do that. I just want 
to get a bill out to the Full Committee and have it for consideration. 

The Chairman. I camiot personally assure the gentleman of that 
because of the November 4 cutoff date for consideration by the Kules 
Committee. This can only be determined by the committee's vote if the 
gentleman chooses to offer a motion in order to insure that his sub- 
committee is heard. 

Mr. Bbboi^nd. Mr. Chairman, do I understand the Rules Committee 
will not consider any proposition not presented by the 4th of 
November? 

The Chairman. Correct. 

ilr. Bebqland. Then 

The Chairman. That is what the Rules Committee is presently 
advising the House. 

Mr. Beroland. Ton have so been informed hy the chiunnan ? 

The Chairman. I have not been specifically told it by the chairman, 
but I have taken notice of the public statement. 

Mr. Bergland. I have some strong feelings about the heed to act 
expeditiously on the grain inspection program that is pending before 
the committee. This is a very important matter and I think it would 
be a tragedy if it were put off until next year. This would mean that 
we would have to wind up or else suspend action, or take the Grain 
Standards Act by a majority vote of ttie committee. Is that correct! 

The Chairman. Tes : that is correct. 

Mr. Mathk. It would seem to me if we are going to come back at 
10 o'clock tomorrow morning and proceed for consideration of thia 
bill, then a 2-hour period tomorrow will offer an opportunity for all 
the members to be heard on those amendments, I do not see why we 
could not have a vote at the conclusion of the meeting tomorrow. I 
wonder if we could reach some kind of position tomorrow. 

The Chairman. The Chair will not make any recommendations to 
that effect if it is not the committee's will. 

I will not personally recognize anyone offering -an amendment to 
report the bill when I am advised that other members have amend- 
ments to offer unless this is clearly the will of the committee andtiie 
previous question is moved. 

Tomorrow we will come in at 10 o'clock to ccmtintie Uie markup 
on this bill. 

Any member who wants to propose to limit debato and proceed to 
vote, may offer a parliamentary motion, but that requites the sQppoit 
of a majority of the committee. 
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Mr. Mathis. I will not make that motion at ihis tiste, but I would 
like to flfty that I will at some point tomorrow try to get us to iQOTe 
expeditiously. . „ 

The CsAiRMAN. Mr. Baldus, do you have a question ? . , , , „ : 

Mr. BAu>nS. You have convinced tnfe that I had better use the same 
amornit of time that I used yesterday, which is .none. 
-The Chairman. If the gentleman nas a question, go right ahead* ' 
Mr; BAictrs'. I think my question, Mr. Chairman, is liieful. It.ti#a 
to do with the present circumstances in the law, if we do not pass the 
bill and if we da 

As I Understand it, because rice production was down, there wflre 
no controls, although the allocation and the support was there. So rice 
producers hare come in, and they have produced rather heavily, ' ; 

I understand further that because of a mechanism in the law thftt 
triggers the opposite, that if no bill is passed, we would revert to 
allocation only and with support- 
So, soma of thb people who have bcpn producing rice will not:be 
■a ble to produce rice ; is that correct 1 

Mr. Breaux. The present law says that tbey figure by December 
31'this year how much rice should be produced next year in order to 
meet the demand. Right now we have so much rice that by December 
31. I think everrbocfy agrees at this point in time, that if nothing 
happens we would probably go back to marketing quotas so that we 
wouldnot overproduce. ^ 

Mr. BAijmB. Would that go back to die old allocation level which 
was the historical level, back at what time J 
Mr. Breauz. That would go back to last year. ; 

Mr. Baihus. Back to last year ! 
' Mr. BuHusoN. 1973. ' ■■ 

Mr. Baidtjs. That would be the acreage that the allocation holders 
would be able to plant, but those without allocations T?ould not, be 
able to plant at all ; is that correct i 

Mr. Beeaux. Those without allotments would not be able to plant 
unless they were removed. 

Mr. Baldus. What proportion of this year's total crop would that 
amount to! 
Mr. Breattx. Probably 700,000 a«res. 
Mr. Balduh. Percentage figures would be better. 
Mr. Breatjx. You have allotments of 1.8 millicm acres and you 
probably planted about 2.7 million acres. 

Mr. BowEN. If the gentleman would yield T would be able to answer 
that; 1.65 and the likelihood would be to cut back 2.8 million acres to 
1,650,000 acres which is about a 41-percent cutback. 
Mr. Baldttb. All of you agree on that ? 
Mr. Breattx. If it goes back to the minimum. 
Mr. Baldus. That would be the situation if no bill was passed. 
Mr. Bbkaux. That could be the situation. But we really will not 
know until we find out how much we sell. If they sell more than they 
expect, then you would not go back to the old legislation ; but if yon 
expect to sell what they project right now, that is what would happen. 
Mr. Baibub. I^e present law does not expire 
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Sfr. BowEX. The problem lies not so much in what the actual condi- 
tion is bat what the Departmeat of Agriculture thinks the conditjioii 
■will be in December of this year. That is the problem. They have 
always overestunated the carryover and overestimated a surplus. 
Even though we might turn out to have an absolutely dandy market- 
iag year, the point is that in December of this year they have to decide 
to reimpose market quotas and everr indication is tKat they will do 
that to Dring about that drastic cutoack in production which would 
haTe a devastating effect on the consumers and on the export sales, 

Mr. Leooett. Last year they said the same thing. They said at this 
time last year they were going to put on the quot^ fUlotments 
and they made that straight ont statement in an effort to pass this 
k«ilation. 

Ot oourae, it came around the first of the year and they reneged on 
their promise very realistically. 

I think that if thev take a oroader interpretation of the law, which 
I wouid encourage tnem to do, as to what is and what is not noFmal 
supply and what would disappear, then they can within their discre- 
tion with the urging of this committee interpret the law to allow the 
existiing situation to go on for another year to see where they are 

Mr. Baijjtts. Then we would have people producing without alloca- 
tion and without control ; is that correct ? 

Mr. LaoGETT. Yes. 

Mr. Baij)ds. I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chainnan, 
thank you. 

The Chaihman. Are there any other questions ? 

If not, again we appreciate the presence of all of our colleagues. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

[Whereupon at 11 :53 a.m., the committee adjourned to rewHivene 
Tturaday, October 28, 1OT5.] 



.v Google 



RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



THUBSDAT, OCTOBEB 23, 1975 

HotJ^ OF ReFRE8BNTATIVE8, 

COHMTTTEE OW AqRIOULTOHJ!, 

Washington, D.O. 

The committee met at 10:86 a.tn., pui-saant to notice, in room ISOl, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Thomas S. Foley (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Poage, de la Grarza, Jones of North 
Carolina, Jones of Tennesseee, Mathis, Bergland, Bowen, Litton, 
Breckinridge. Richmond, Nolan, Weaver, Baldus, Krebs, Harkin, 
Hightower. Bedell, McHugh, Fithian. Jenrette, D'Amours, Wainpler, 
Sehelius, Findley, Thone. Symms, Madigan, Peyser, and Moore. 

Alsopresenfc: Robert M, Bor, counsel; Hyde H. Murray, counsel; 
John K. Hogan, associate counsel; Fowler C West, staff director; 
Steve Allan, staff assistant; L. T. Eaaley, press assistant; Norman 
Gay and Roxie Burris, staff consultants, Subcommittee on Oilseeds 
and Rice : Glraida Temple and Mary Jarratt, staff assistants. 

The Chasucan. The Committee on Agriculture will come to order. 
There is another quorum call on the floor. I am sorry for these iriter'- 
ruptions. Since we will not be subject to the 5-minHte nde until this 
anemoon, liowever. I would appreciate it if members would return 
after responding to this quorum call. 

We have only a limitpd number of days imtil the Rules Committee's 
cutoff date on committ^-e action takes place, and we all are anxious 
to sret as mnch accomplished as possible. 

The' committee will stand in recess fbr the moment while we meet a 
quorum call on the floor of the House. 

[Recess taken.] 

The Chairman. The Committee on Agriculture will come to order. 

The committee meets for consideration of the bill H.R, 8529, hj 
Mr. Mathis and others, to establish improved programs for the benent 
of both producers and consumers of rice. 

Without objection, the bill H.R. 859.9 will be considered as read 
and open to amendment at any point. The gentleman from New York, 
Mr. Richmond. 

Mr. Richmond, I have an amendment which I would like to offer. 

"Hie Chairman. The gentleman is reco^ized. 

Mr. Richmond. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. The amendment occurs 
on page 14, line 25 : strike out the figure "$56,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof the figure "$20,000". 

Tlie Chairman. The gentleman is recognized for 6 minutes.^ 

Mr. Richmond. This amendment simply lowers the payment limita- 
tion of $55JX)0 to $20,000 for each farmer. 
(Ii5) 
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As you know, the payment limitation on "wheat, com, and other 
feed grains is $20,000. Why isn't it the same for ricet 

I felieve $20,000 ia a fair amount of money for rice prodncera to 
receive. In addition it is an amount that can be sold more easily on 
the floor of the House. 

I urge you to help me help you get the rice bill passed on the floor. 
I think this is a good bill. But I believe the urban members will have 
a great deal of trouble with the $55,000 limit if it is left in. 

We have heard testimony from everybody that the average rice 
farm is 600 acres. We have also heard testimony that it costs roughly 
$800 per acre to raise rice. That is the total cost of $18,000. I befieve 
the ^0,000 limitation is reasonable and fair and equal to all otlier 
price liinitations on other crops. 

I urge you to support this amendment For once, if you could rote 
favorably in committee, I will not be forced to take amendments to 
the floor and withhold my full support for the bill. This is a matter 
fhst should be dealt with in committee. 

If once and for all we can come up with a committee bill that many 
of. us can sponsor, it will help get the bill through the floor much 
move quickly. 
Thaak you. 

The Chairman. Mr. Bowen. 
. Mr. BowEN. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. I respect Mr. Richmond's 
sincerity in offering the amendment. I would simply like to point 
out a few things that have been mentioned before and some.other facts 
about the rice situation. 

I have some figures from Bowie's M^colture report giring the 
production which I think makes a rignificant difference between rice 
and' other food crops. 

Accordinf to those figures the average cost nationwide for com 
is $183 and the cost for soybeans is $142, and the cost for wheat ia 
$127 an acre, and the cost tot rice averages across -the country $331. 
jn Calif ornia it is $336 per acre. 

.There is a substantially larger investment that has to be made in 
rice production than other food crops. This fact has been recognized 
by-the traditional leaders in the Congress in the fight against 'high 
payments. 

You have already heard Mr. Findley make this point. Tfhihk most 
of you know that over the years he has perhaps been more responsible 
than anyone for lowerirtg the payment limitation figures. 
,: ,Afi he pointed out to t^is committee, every one of these cominodities 
first started out at the $55,000 limit level, and then ultimjitely vcorked 
its waydown to the lower figures. 

,:Wo have a temporary biU here. It ig a 2-year bill. We vrill have an. 
opportunity to review this legislation in 2 years. It will 6ipire at the 
same time aB the expiration of the Agriculture Apt of 1973. 

So, I would urge the committee to maintain thie integrity of this 
bill by holding the figure that was put in here which' would apply 
to Other' commodities initially, and to recognize fhe fact that rice 
growing is an extraordinarily expensive proposition. ' 

I make this point', not on- behalf of the nee growers in tdj part'pf 
the country. I make it, as all of you know, on behalf of the nee grow- 
ers of Texas, California, aJid Ij6uisiantt--and the ' people, qmte 
frankly, who are fighting this bill, I am arguing that on their behalf.. 
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Wh;?i Because only the idlotment holders will benefit. Only they 
are ehgible to receive tar^tprice payments. The vast number of new 
growers in the Mississippi Valley, and the lower midwest area : most 
of those people are not allotment holders so they are not eligible. 

I am arguing this, frankly, on behalf of those who are fighting the 
bill. I believe it is }uat and fair and that is why I am arguing that we 
retwb'the $55,000 limitation. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BicHMOND. First of all, I think for some of our Republican 
Members who are fiscally very conservative, if we reduce this to 
$20,000 the USDA will save $27 million in the event that the price 
limitations have to be used. 

Now, we know this and people say that it will not have to be used, 
but if it has to be nsed it wiU save $27 million with the $20,000 
limitation. 

Second, I repeat that everyone says that we want to help the 
small farmer. We know that the small farmer does not plant more 
than 600 acres of rice. We know it costs $300 to plant. If you multiply 
that out you cannot get any more than $20,000. 

By putting in a $55,000 limit all we are doing is helping a very few 
scattered large farmers. 

I do not believe we here are in business to help the ^reat big cor- 
porate farmer. He seems to be able to take care of himself. 

I urge you again to bring this rice bill into parity with cotton, and 
evMT other gram, at the $20,000 level. 

The Chairman. Is there further discussion 4 Mr. Bedell. 

Mr. Bedell. Mr. Bowen, can you tell me the average yield per acre 
for rice ? That is in hundredweight. 

Mr. Bowen. A nationwide average? 

Mr. Bedell. Any real information in that itegard, please. It would 
not have to be exact. Corn would be somewhere around 100 bushtjs 
an acre. 

Mr. BowEN. Ddes anyone here have a good figure f 

Mr. Bedell. I yield my time while mey are searching for it. 

The CHAmHAN. I recognize Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I am 0oing to support this amendment fo be consistent 
with other commodities, but I would like to say for the record that 
while I oppose payments not to grow crops, I do feel that parents 
as incentives to grow crops should not necessarily be limited. They ^re 
helpful in buildine reserves. 

The Chairman. Mr. Krebs. 

Mr. Krebs. Mr. Chairman, I hope my remarks are not going to be 
taten as too critical. However, this amendment has a rather simpli3tic 
tone and appeal in it. That bothers me. 

I think the testimony has been unrefuted that the cost of producing 
rice is substantially higher than that of other commodities which have 
been mentioned here, as Mr. Bowens so correctly pointed out. 

I frankl]? do not know whether the limit should be $20,000, $30,000, 
$35,000 or what. I do not think most members of the committee, other 
than those who served on the particular subcommittee that handled 
this legislation, really know the answer as to the limit. I suspect that 
they do not. ... '■ 

■ But it seems to me that, for this committee to tie itself at this early 
stage to a figure of $20,000 will make the committee appear less than 
respectable in trying to push the legislation later. 
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I want to make it very clear that I am not representing the lai^ 
corporate farmers. I hope that my silenoe will not have labeled me 
either as a fiscal conservative or as a wild liberal spender. 

I would hope that this committee is not K^ing to be divided into fiscal 
conservatives and fiscal noneonservatives in the future. 

I would ur^ this committee to postpone any action on the limitation 
until tliis legislation reaches the floor — if indeed it does reach the floor. 

Mr. BowEN. Mr. Chairman. I have an answer to that earlier question. 

The Chairmaw. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. BowEN. The question that Mr. Bedell asked me, I find that the 
nationwide average is about 45 hundredweight per acre, 

I did detect a small error in Mr. Richmond's mathematics I think if 
you multiply 600 acres times $800 you get $180,000 instead of $18,000 
so that is sulistantially larger than the $20,000 limitation. You would 
be cutting off a great many people witii $55,000. A lot of folks would 
go there. But it would be substantially fairer to the ricegrower than 
the $20,000 figure. 

Mr. Wea\t:r. Would the gentleman yield! 

Mr. BowEN. Yes. 

Mr. Weaver. Tliat would be 45 hundredweight at $6 would produce 
$270 « 

Mr. BowEN-. Yes, if that is the arithmetic 

Mr. Wbaveji. Yes ; that is what I get. 

The Chairmajt. Mr. Fithian is recognized. 

Mr. Fithian, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

For information I would like to ask Congressman Bowen this. When 
we compute the cost of production on a 600-acr© rice farm, did I not 
hear you say that of the 600 acres about 200 acres had been planted at 
one time, is that correct t 

Mr. BowKN. The average across the country, only about fme Utird 
would be planted in rice at one time. 

Mr. Fithian. What do we multiply by then, on a per acre basis to 
get Uie actual cost of production ( 

Mr. BowEN. We would have to multiply the rice acreage, or if viMi 
are interested in the profit picture of the fannerj you have to look at 
the other crops too. His bigger profit crop is certamly going to be rice, 
but since he can plant a thim or half of it you would really oe caJculat- 
iaa on that basis. 

Mr. Fithian. So the per acre cost of production was $381 1 believe. 
All Z want to know is whether the $331 per acre in cost of production 
is to be applied to the entire 600 acres or just to the 200 or 300 tiiat is 
under cultivation- 
Mr. BowEN. It would be applied to the rioe acreage planted, 

Mr. Fithian. Then we woiJd h^ye to use the different figure. That 
would be $331 multiplied by 200 acres, instead of 600 acres to get the 
cost of production. 

Mr. BowEN. Ij^on are trying to get the cost of tlie small farms, yes. 

Mr. Fithian. lliank you. 

I am trying to get at this, Mr. Chairman, to try to get a handle (m 
something that has been very elusive to us. It was m tJie aubcommittee. 
It seems to be now. 

I am t*llring about the level of need that is evidenced by a rice 
fanner. 
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I do not want to do anything in this committee that will cauae dis- 
comfort or to destroy rice production in this country, bat I am havinjg 
great difficulties, as I pointed out yesterday, in supporting the proposi- 
tion whereby, if tiie figures which we had are correct, we are trying 
to support by the continuation of the very limitation which we are 
talking atxiut here, farmers in California who net something in the 
vicini^ of $50,000 a year. 

That is the figure we came up with yesterday, I found no refutation 
of this. 

If you now take $331 and multiply it by 200 acres, or even 300 
acres, then you get a fix or an estimate on the cost of production and it 
is questionable whether or not we can proceed to compare the limita- 
tions on com, let us say, versus rice on an acre-by-acre basis. As I recall, 
we failed in this committee to set a bill through the House of Repre- 
sentatives which would bring m& support level in loan rates up to a 
fraction of the cost of production. 

So, right now we are on a program where com is supported at $1.10 
a bushel. Wheat is supported at $L37. We figure this out and it falls 
very far short of the cost of production. 

If my figures are correct we are now proceeding, if we defeat the 
Eichmond funeudment, on a rice biU which would guarantee more 
than the cost of production. 

I am wondering about the equity of doing that. I find nothing par- 
ticularly wrong. I am open to education on this matter, but I find 
nothing particularly wrong with supporting a unification of the sup- 
port level of $20,000. 

Ilieref ore, I can be convinced otherwise, but I intend to support the 
Bichmond amendment <m the basie of the portioa of the cost of pro- 
duction which will be returned. 

Compare it to the other crops, and that is where I come down on 
this thing. 

I am open to persuasion on this. I wonder what the political tactics 
would be about doing this in the committee or on the floor. 

I had intended, in the absence of information to the contrary, to 
offer this amendment on the floor because I had been advised that it 
would cause too much difficulty in the committee. 

I stand ready to support the Kidunond amendment, but I could be 
persuaded otherwise if the distinguished <^ainnan of t^e subcommit- 
tee could do that. 

The Chairman. For the purpose of clarification is the gentleman 
citing loan rates or support prices! The limitation covers target price 
pimnents only, 

Mr. Ftthian. That is correct. I should not have spoken of the loan 
rate. You just move it to the target price and we are still far far short 
of the cost of production with any of the other crops. 

The Chairman-. My own judgment is that when the act imposed 
a $20,000 payment or whatever, these figures were not heavily 
rationalizecT 

There were those who cited figures as to how much payments would 
save the Government at certain levels. The committee at previous thnee 
TOted for $55,000. 1 would think that would serve as a rough estimate 
as to what might survive on the floor, while approximately covering 
the need. 
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This issue has never been resolved by thoee on the committee who 
favor some payment, those who favored payment limitations in order 
to avoid more stringent limitations, and those who philosophically 
opMised allpaymenta 

For myself, I do not know if there is a formula that would closely 
rationalize the payment limitations by production costs. 

I do hope, however, that we can dispose of this amendment before 
we have tb respond to this additional call on tlie floor. 

Is there further discussion! If not, without objection the previous 
question is ordered. 

All those in favor of the Richmond amendment will indicate by 
raising the right hand. 

The Clerk. Nine. 

The Chatkmak. Opposed, the same sign. 

The Ci^RE. Fourteen. 

The Chairmax. There being 9 ayes and 14 nays, the amendment is 
not agreed to. 

We have another call to the floor. T^iis is a vote on the adoption of 
the rule in the Emergency Rail Transportation Act. I do not Know if 
it wonld prove usefi^ to return again after this vote. 

Mr. BircHMOND. Can we have a record vote right now! 

The Chairhan. The Clerk wiU call the roll. Those members who 
se^ to support the amraidment will vote aye, and those opposed vote 
no. 

(The rolicall follows :) 

Ayes: RepresentBtives Berglaod, lUcbmond, Nolan, Weaver, Bedell, Englisb 
(b7 proT7) , Flthian, B'AmonrB, Sebelins, ThoOe. 

Ns;s : BepreseiitatlTes Poage, Jones Of Nortb OaioUna, Jones of Tennessee, 
Uatbls, Bowen, Litton, Breckinridge, Baldns, Ereba, Blgbtower, Jencette, Wamp- 
ler, Fiqdley, Moore, Foley. 

Present: Bepresentatives Tigorlto, Helcher, Brown, McHngh. 

The Clehk. Ten ayes, fifteen nays. 

The Chatbxak. The vote is 10 ayes, 15 nays. The amendment is not 
agreed to. 

I would like to ask the members if they could return so that we 
might dispose of one or two other amendments. 

To my knowledge there will be no further business after that. 

[Recess taken.] 
_ The CHAiRMATf. The Committee on Agriculture will resume its 
witting. 

The Chair is aware of several amendments which are pending. Some 
of these have been prepared by the staff as purely technical amend- 
meoits to correct lat^age In the bill. I will recognize without objec- 
tion Mr. Bor, counsel for the committee, tor the purpose of discussing 
these technical amendm^ts. 

Mr. Bor. lliere is a sheet of paper which is being passed around 
which contains a few tedmical amendments to the bill. They are 
designed for two purposes : One is to change or correct certain cleri- 
cal errors which were made in the typing of the bill and second, to 
clarify a matter as to the persons who are eligible for loans and pay- 
ments under the bill. 

As far as the clerical errors are concerned, the first item is page 6, 
line 22 where the year "1975" should read "1976". 

Of course the bill is a 2-year bill and it applies to 1976 and 1977. 
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The fourth item is also a clerical error which appeared in the typing 
of the bill. 

The balance of the items result from a peculiar situation that applies 
to rice. ' 

On other crops, where allotments are established, the allotments are 
allocated to farms and not to individual producers. 

In the case of rice you liave a situaton where some of the allotments 
are allocated to farms. In certain areas that is the basis on which the 
allotments are established. 

In other areas the allotments are allocated to individual producers, 
and the producers retain those allotments from year to year. Then the 
producer, during the year in which the crop is produced, decides to 
which farm he wishes to have his allotment allocated. But the allot- 
ment is a personal allotment in those particular areas. 

The provisions of these technical amendments are designed to clarify 
the bill to assure that a cooperator would be considered txi be a pro- 
ducer who has received an allotment, as well as a producer who is on 
B farm which has an allotment. 

So, persons in all areas of the country in which allotments are allo- 
cated would be eligible for the benefits of the program. 

The CaAmMAN. Are there any questions ? 

Is there any objection to considering the amendments en bloc? 

If not, this is how we shall proceed. 

All in favor of the technical amendments presented by the commit- 
tee counsel signify by saying "aye," those opposed "no." 

The ayes have it, and me amendments are adopted. 

Technical Augnduehts to H.B, 8529 

Page 6, line 22, strike "1976" and Insert in lieu thereof "1976". 

Page 8, lines 19 through 21, strike "each cooperator with respect to a quaatitr 
of rice determined by multiplying the allotment of the cooperator for the crop" 
and insert In lieu thereof "cooperators on a farm with respect to a quantity of 
lice determined by multiplying the allotment". 

Page 9, lines 10 through 12, strike "each cooperator wltli respect to a quantity 
(f rice determined by multiplying the allotment of the cooperator for tlie crop*' 
and Ineeit in lieu thereof "cooperators on a farm with respect to a Qoantlty oiC 
rice determined by multiplying the allotment". 

Page 9, line 21, strike "acres of the producer" and Insert; In Hen thereof "acre- 
age allotments of producers on the farm". 

Page 10, line 9 Insert Immedlattiy before "farm acreage allotment" the words 
"acreage allotments of producers on the farm or of the". 

Page 17, line 26, and page 18, line 1, strike the words "a cooperator ^lall be a 
person who has a rice acreage allotment" and inseri; In lieu thereof "a cooperator 
shall be a person who produces rice on a farm for which a farm acreage allot- 
ment bas been established or to wlilch a producer acreage allotment has been 
allocated". 

fiixplanatlon : These are technical amendments to correct clertcal errors In tlie 
bill and also to clarify tbat the payment and loan provisions ap^y to areas Where 
aUotmenta are allocated on a farm basis as well as to areas where allotments are 
allocated on a producer baelB. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from California is recognized. 

Mr. Kbbbs. Mr. Chairman, at this time, if it is appropriate, I would 
like to offer an amendment. 

The- Chairman. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. Krebb. My motion will be a motion to pass over the bill with- 
out prejudice. If I may be recognized, I would like to make some 
ccHmnentB in support of that motion. 
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Mr. MooBE. I would like to make a parliamentary inqniry. 

The CuAiBUAK. Tlie gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Moore. Would t^ motion being made by the gentleman from 
California preclude further amendments or not? 

The Chaisman. The motion made by the gentleman, if adopted, 
would preclude further amendments. 

The motion is to pass over the bill without prejudice. This would 
have the effect of taking it off the calendar for further ctmsideration 
while allowing for rescheduling at a later time. 

Mr. Moore. If tiie motion fails we would continue the process? 

The Chairman. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Mathis. Is there any time limitation on debate? 

The Chatkbcak. The motion to pass over is one that merits debate. 
Under the committee rules 5 minutes will be set aside for the gentle* 
man to present and support his amendment and 5 minutes for each 
member who wishes to speak on the amendment. 

The gentleman from California moves that the committee pass over 
the bill H.B. 8529 without prejudice. 

The Chair recognizes Mr, Krebs for 6 minutes. 

Mr. Krebs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, let me make it clear that in my district they grow neither 
tobacco nor peanuts. They grow a grand t<^Al of approximately 2,700 
acres of rice, which I think by any standard is a minimal figure. 

It would appear to me, Mr, Chairman, ihat the weight of the testi- 
mony tiiat we have heard here — and I will have more to say about the 
amount of evidence and testimony that has been presented later on — 
would give support to the possibility of a substantial carryover and 
a substantial increase for production in this year. 

It would appear to me, Mr. Chairman, that putting additional rice- 
n-owers into the field can only have one result: A further decrease in 
weprice of rice. 

This, of course, is the one area that would have to ^ve. I think this 
is where, as the vice chairman correctly pointed out earlier in the 
discussion, the breweries entar the picture. 

With all due respect to those who feel that the consumer is going 
to greatly benefit from this bill — and I have heard the bill described 
this morning as a bill that is supposed to be beneficial to the con- 
sumer — as has been pointed out, the decrease in the price of rice was 
from $17 to roughly $9, but the decrease in the prioe to the consumer 
was a mere 8 cents, or approximately 12 percent as compared to the 
50 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Leggett, who does represent a large number of 
ricegrowerg, was quite frsnk with this committee when he stated: 
"It IS not a matter of life or death for my rice growers. TTiey will 
survive." 

When I asked during the question and answer period, "Mr. Le^ett, 
at whose expense are these ricegrowers of yours going to survive?" 
I think my question was leading. Their survival would be at the ex- 
pense of the American taxpayer. 

you see, Mr. Chairman, the urgency for the passage of this piece 
of legislation. Many members of this committee, including myself, 
have never been involved in rice le^slation. before. Several members 
of this committee obviously did not hear the testimony at the sob- 
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coiiumtte« level. The testimony, as I understand it, was taken several 
months ago when the {>icture w&a different than it is today. 

It seems to me that it would make more sense to put this bill orer 
for a reasonable period of time. It could be brought before this com- 
mittee again at any time, inasmuch as it is proposed that it be passed 
over witnout prejudice. 

In the meajitime, this would give us all an opportunity to see whether 
the market indeed is going to produce the surplus which I think the 
preponderance of the testimony suggested would happen. 

Those of us who have not servea on the subcommittee have not heard 
from the farmers themselves. 

It would seem to me that this would give us the opportunity to see 
whose predictions are accurate, without gambling with the investment 
of the ricegrowers of this country. 

The picture being painted here, which has been painted almost from 
the beginning — innocently enough, I am sure — has been a battle be- 
tween the small guy and the big corporate farmer. I would hope that 
I have not, either before coming to the Congress or since coming to 
the Congress, developed the reputation of a person who fronts for 
bigness either in farming or labor or anything else. I would hope that 
I am not playing that role at the present time. 

But it seems to me it does not make a lot of sense to put people who 
have been in the ricegrowing business on the Federal payroll or to 
put them out of business if the $20,000 limitation were to pass. 

From a strictly Machiavellian standpoint, I probably should have 
voted for the $20,000 limitation. I am aware of that. 

So, it seems to me in summary, Mr. Chairman, that this country 
would be better served if we deferred passage of this legislation and 
had further hearings on the subject, so that those who have not had 
an opportunity to do so can hear from the fanners who are the ones 
most directly affected ; rather than from interest groups who, in my 
opinion, would be the beneficiaries of the legislation pending, rather 
than the consumer. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Mr. Bow^. 

Mr. Bow£N. I am sure that all the members of the committee rec- 
c^;nize the motion for what it is, that is, to kill the bill. 

Several of you directed questions to me yesterday about items that 
I would like to respond to at this time so tmt you might get a better 
perspective. 

Mr. Krebe indicates that notliing would be harmed by continuing 
with the present system. An economic disaster would befall, in my 
opinion, the people in this country in a limited realm if we do n<rt 
make t^e change. 

I mentioned to you yesterday that there is a formula which the 
Department of Agriculture must apply to determine whether or not 
to establish marketing quotas. The formula I havein front of me, 
involves the taking the carryover from this year, which is 7.1 million 
hundredweight and adding the estimated production this year, which 
is 122.5 hundredweight, and coining up with a total supply figure 
which works out to be 129.6 million hundredweight. 

Then you take the projected exports and you have a range there that 
actual consumption which was 40.2 hundredweight, not e projection 
for this year but actual consumption, which is on the low side. 
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Then you take the projected exports and you have a range there that 
the Department estimates ranging from 66.4 to 72.6 milhon hundred- 
weight. Then you add 10 percent for carryover and that would run 
Id « figure of about 11.3 which the law requires be added in as a neces- 
aaiT flexibility factor. 

If you come up with a so-called normal supply, which is really an 
estimated demand figure, which is lower than the total supply figure, 
then you must by law impose marketing quotas. 

The low figure, computing the normS supply, is 117.3 million hun- 
dredweight, the high is 124.1. Both of those figures are below the 
129.6 of total supply. 

There is no mathematical way, in otherwords, that the Department 
can fail to impose marketing quotas. Their intention is to impose those 
quotas and to cut production back from the 2.8 million acres to the 
1,650,000 acres or a 41 percent cutback. 

Somebody asked me yesterday "What is the actual impact if that 
happens and what happens if a man who wants to grow rice beyond 
what is his allotment*" Of course we see there are many rice growers 
and manv acres of rice being planted beyond the allotment this year. 

What happens to those people? Well, I tell you very simply that 
you would get the allotment holder who would be issued a marketing 
card giving him a special privilege of selling his rice. If he took his 
rice and wanted to sell it to a miller and he does not have a market- 
ing card, then the miller is not allowed to buv h^ rice. 

If you ask the question "What is the penalty!" it is that he has to 
pay 65 percent of parity if he does attempt to sell something beyond 
what is on his allotted acreage. If a man who does not have an allot- 
ment tries to market some rice, he is liable to penalty under law and 
he has alien placed on his property, it is seized b^ the Federal courts, 
it is taken from him, and it he reosts further he is subject to criminal 
penalties. 

The Department of Agriculture indicates that they prefer not to 
put people in jail. They would rather take your farm away from you. 

So, that is quite franklv what is going to happM. Farms have been 
confiscated. Can you really imagine that happening in America? A 
man wants to go out and grow rice for a living and have his farm 
seized, and coimscated, and aucticmed off. The poor famler, and his 
wife and children sitting on the courthouse steps. 

That is the situation you face inevitably if you attempt to plant 
rice beyond the allotted number of acres. It is a fact. There is no de- 
bating the issue. TTiat is precisely what happens. It is the intention 
of the law and 1 think it is a tra^c reality, I think we have to. face 
op to the fact that that will happen on the Slat of December of this 
year, unless we pa^ this legislation. 

I therefore want t6 urge this committee to reject the motion to table 
the bill. I want to urge you to continue to take up the amendments 
which have been offered to perfect this bill and to report it out to 
the House. 

The CHAiKiffiAN-. Mr. Poage. 

Mr. PoAQE, I am reluctant to take more time but inasmuch as the 
gentleman from Mississippi put the rice growers on the courthouse 
steps, I want to call your attention to the peanut and tobacco growers, 
that is, where they were before they had these programs. 
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They were not on ih» courthouse steps because they did not get 
charity in those days. And they did not get any help on the courthouse 
steps. They were on Tobacco Eow. Everyone of you has heard of 
Tobacco Row whether you lived in that time or not. You know what 
we mean. 

We mean the poorest fanners in America were growing tobacco 
and peajiuts. If you vote tiiis bill today then you are voting to kill 
the peanut program, and you are votiog to kill the tobacco program, 
and you are voting to put those people back on Tobacco Row. 

No ; they may not sit on the courthouse steps, but they will be in the 
farmhouse. They will he eating possum, "fliey will be digging up 
roots. You are going to take their livelihood away from them. You 
are going to take away three programs, which have worked welL And 
do not tell any of us that you can take this program away and not 
take the next two, because every one of you tobacco growers knows 
jxist as well as I do that when you vote for this bill, then you are 
voting to kill the tobacco program. 

Every one of your constituents who grows peanuts knows that 
when you vote Uiis bill you are destroying a substantial industry that 
has helped a substantial number of people, and that has built school- 
houses and churches, that has estabhshed pretty good towns through- 
out a lat^e section of our country. You are wiping it out when you vote 
this bill. 

Now, do not talk to us about these poor rice farmers sitting on the 
courthouse steps. If you do, remember the people who are going to sit 
on the creek banks trymg to catch a few fish and turtles, people who 
were making a good living and who were paying substantial taxes 
as peanut and tobacco growers. 

Mr. BowEN. If the vice chairman would yield for a moment, I would 
like to say that personally on my behalf I would say this. Based on 
my conversations — and I speak for most of those who support this 
legislation — I intend personally to fight as hard as I can to preserve 
a good peanut and tobacco program, I feel that this legislation does 
not in any way determine that those programs are gomg down the 
drain any more than the fact that, when we passed the Agriculture 
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, determined that they would. 

This simply places rice in the same program that we have applied 
to other major commodities in 1973. 1 have pledged my support to the 
peanut and tobacco growers. I am detennmed to keep tnose people 
from having to eat possum. I will do everything in my power. 

Mr. PoAGE. I suspect that despite the gentleman's goodwill he does 
not have the power to do that. 

The Chairman. Is there further discussion? Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. I have remained silent up to tbis point I am a member 
of the Oilseeds and Rice Subcommittee. I want to compliment the 
chairman of that committee and the committee on their work. I dis- 
agree with them. I was liie only dissenting vote at that time. 

The point I want to make is this. The nndings of that committee 
are not valid at this time. Mr. Krebs has made a valid point. 

We have figures floating around. I have figures that are going to 
send my friend from Mississippi up the wall, and I will use ttiem in 
a minute. 
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I do not t>''"^^ there is a person on this conmiittee who underatands 
the rice program right now and what is going to happen to the rice 
market right now. I do not think we ought to go tinkering -mth this 
thing and establishing a new program until we do know. 

liet me make one point clear. I do not have any rice in my district. 
As a matter of fact, it is on the other side of the State from me. The 
Congressmen in that part of the State, and the people that grow rice 
in that part of the State voted against me. I did n<rt get any help out 
of that area. 

I do not owe them anything, except that I am confused by this 
meesj and I do not think I am going to vote to injure any kmd of 
existing program or industry in my S»te or anywhere else as long as 
I am confused by what is going on. 

To make it even more confusing, I have two parishes which are 
sometimes called counties that can grow rice under this bill and prob- 
ably will grow rice if this bill passes. 

I do not think it is in their best interests and I will tell you why. 

I have had two groups tell me about this bill. I have had rice millers 
come to see me. I had only been in office 1 week and they were in my 
office seeing me about this bill. 

I do not want to criticize them at all. If they want to sell more rice 
that is fine. They do not care whether the Government subsidizes the 
production or the cost of that rice or not, as long as they have the rice 
to sell and make a profit on it, it is OK. I am not criticizing them for 
that, but that is what we are going to be doing. That is, Government 
subsidization of the increased production of rice. 

No. 2, we have a lot of farmers, including those in my State, who 
once grew cotton but went out of that business because it is not profit- 
able anymore. Eice looks good. Rice farmers have been making a good 
living. They will do anythmg to get out of an unprofitable business to 
get into a good one. 

If the dairy industry keeps going as it is, something is going to 
happen there, 

I do not think we should jump into the frying pan to get out of the 
fire. I think that is what we might be doing. 

I philosophically disagree with this program and those concerning 
tobacco and peanuta The problem is that tobacco, peanuts, and rice 
would cease to be farmed if we did not have this program. If these 
programs could stand the test of the free enterprise sySem, then you 
would not need them. But they cannot. 

The question is. do we abofish them or do we put everybody in sup- 
ported programs like this ? 

This IS what is going to happen if we open it up wide. 

In Louisiana let us look at the facts and figures which keep floating 
around. 

I recently checked LSU which completed a study. The cost is $8.05 
to $8.80 per hundredweight to produce a hundredweight of rice and 
break even on the costs of production. If (he market falls very much, 
you can see what is going to happen. 

The target price concept is gomg to save a whole lot of fanners. It is 
going to mean a whole lot of money coming out of the Treasury. How 
much! If the market price is $7.60 according to figures from T7SDA 
gathered for Senator Long's ofiSce yesterday, one-half of a billion dol- 
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lars over the next 5 years, $78 million in 1 year will be paid out. You 
can go on down the line, that is what it is going to cost. There is no 
money being paid out like that right now. 

That is why we have the market quotas. You have the market quotas 
to keep iie production on rice in line with the market for rice. 

When your production gets out of line, then you cut back on it, so 
Uncle Sam does not have to come up with the difference in the com- 
modity purchase program. 

If we open production of rice wide open, what is going to happen. 
One of two thmgs is going to happen : you are going to have increased 
production and it is expected. tLS. production is up 7 percent, Louisi- 
ana is 5 percent, the worid is up 4 percent. The 1975 market is supposed 
to be a little bit higher, but gentlemen, this bill does not go into effect 
until 1976 and USDA's information which has been circulating around 
says that the worid demand for rice or the market for rice is going 
down in 1&76 at a time when we are putting in a bill to increase the 
production. 

What is that going to mean ? It isgoing to mean what I just told 
you : The farmers are going to go to Imcle Sam for the tai^;et price to 
collect their money. It is going to come out of tiie Treasury. We are 
going to create a bigger deficit, and we are going to have to answer to 
^e farmers that we hooked intJ3 going into production that do not get 
the target price. 

They are jsoing to suddenly not make money, and what are they go- 
ing to want r They will want us to give them the target price. We wiU 
amend this bill, come back and amend, or create a bigger Public Law 
480, and what does that do? 

Public Law 480 right now is dealing in interest rates of 2 or S per- 
cent to countries for 20 to 40 years. Even though they may be paying 
back the loans, we are losing money on that. 

So Uncle Sam is funding the marketing of rice and is paying for it. 
This is not a free market operation. If it was we would not need the 
program. 

So, I simply think that we are going to have an overproduction, and 
Uncle Sam is going to be paying for it, because the world market is 
not thera The gentleman from Mississippi mentioned that the rich 
OPEC countries are going to buy more nee, but the USDA reports 
show that the demand in 1976 in Iraq and Iran, who were the big 
purchasers last year, is expected to go down in 1976 ; the year we have 
this bumper crop. 

So. with these kinds of figures floating around the gentleman from 
California makes sense when he saya not to pass this legislation now. 
There is no emergency. We have waited since 1938. Cannot we wait 
another 4 or 5 months until we get some figures before us that we can 
all say make sense? 

Tlierefore I support the gentleman from California in saying we do 
not need a bill now because there is confusion. We are playing into the 
hands of those who have a vested interest and want something done. 
We may be doinsr it to the detriment of the taxpayers themselvKl. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chaibmlan. The gentleman's time has expired. 

I would like to complete action on this motion if possible. 

Mr. JlATnis. I would like to speak to that morion, please. 
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I would submit to the membere of tbe committee the question that 
we are going to hare to decide today, which is whether we can believe 
the testimony that we have heard from the people who testified before 
the subcommittee and the people who testified last year, when the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina chaired it? Witness after witness, and 
time after time, we were told that the market is there and the world 
market is there. We have heard this bugaboo this morning about the 
brewers. It is true that the breweries in this country are converting to 
rice. We have more breweries using rice today. The gentleman from 
Mississippi advises me that there are two breweries in Uiis country that 
use rice. 

I do not know that we are subsidizing breweries^ but we ate trying 
to ship rice to these countries, and if we are shipping it over there to 
make beer I wish somebody would tell me that. 

The crux of the whole thing is that the market is there. We have 
been told repeatedly by witnesses who have the expertise in this area, 
and who are committing their dollars to developing these marl^ts, and 
they say the mark^ is mere. 

We have growers who come in to tell us that they want to get into 
rice production. That brings us to the crux of the problem which I 
would submit to ^ou. 

Mr. Leggett said this yesterday. I quote "We cannot grow any more 
rice in my district." That is the problem. 

If I were in Mr. Leggett's position or the position of some of the 
other Members of the Congress who grow rice, and who have limited 
capabilities for expansion, then I would take the same portion they 
are. 

Let me also address very briefly this question of peasuts and tobacco. 

I represent a few of those possum-eating, root-eating, creek-sitting 
peanut farmers, Mr. Chairman. 

There is absolutely no parallel to be made, or no analogy that can be 
drawn between the rice program and the peanut program. I wish we 
had the problem in peanute that we have in rice. Our problem in 
peanuts is that we are overproducing. We have them running out of 
our ears, and every member of the committee knows it. We are going 
to have to face that question. 

If we could substitute some peanuts for some of the rice export that 
is going on, I would be delighted. I wish we could expand peanut 
production. I wish the market was there, and I hope we can find it. 

But to come in and say that we are destroying the peanut and to- 
bacco program by voting to make a constructive change in rice legis- 
lation IS, in my opinion, just a wrong estimate of what is happening. 

This is not a Johnny-come-lately bill. The gentleman from Cali- 
fornia says he has not had the opportunity to listrai to all the hearings. 
We held them. They were a matter of public record. Any member of 
the committee was mvited to come. The notice goes from this office to 
everyone's office when subcommittees are meeting. 

We have been hearing this biU, and tlie gentleman from NortJi Caro- 
lina knows it, for 2i^ years. That is no Johnny-come-lately. 

I have one more tMng and I will quit. 

The Department of Agriculture told us last year that we would 
have a carryover. They told us that early this year. The gentleman 
from Louisiana, Mr. Breaux, was in here yesterday and said they were 
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going^ to have a 26 millitm hnnclredweight carrroTer. The Department 
now is sa,ymg they are gtnng to hare 14 million cartyoTer, not 25' 
million. 

I predict that by the end of this year, when this rice begins tx> move 
in the marketplace, it is going to be down to the 7 million hmidred- 
weight that we had this year. 

Txt this point nobody knows. We can only base our prediction (m 
what has happened in the past. 

Oentlemen, as I said, wh«i we brought this bill in, it is a oomrao- 
mise effort between two extreme positions. It will, in my opinion, allow 
us to move into the export market, if we could pass this legislation, in 
a bigger way than we nave in the past, and it will not penalize existing 
rice growers. 

I urge that we defeat this motion of the gentleman from California. 

The Chairman. May I interrupt to mention that this is a notice 
of a quorum call, gentlemen. Mr. Weaver, please continue. 

Mr. Weaver. I would Kke to speak in behalf of the bill in opposing 
the motitHi to point out some facts that have not been brought up. We 
are going to have a short potato crop. May potato futures are 15 cents 
and nave hit 19 cents, and rice is correlatea with potatoes. The world 
food stocks presently are low since the Second World War 100 million 
tons. The carryover is anticipated to be low. 

Every bit of food that we can grow is going to have a buyer. We 
enter this coming year with 65Q million bu^ds of our basic grains, 
that is, wheat, com, and sorghum, less than we had in 1972. The 
Russians are in our markets now buying as mu<di as they did in 1973. 

When the other nations of the world get vdnd of these shortages, and 
when Japan and Germany start entering the markets our grain prices 
are going to go up. I would urge that we grow all the nee that we 
poBsu)ly can, and I would support this bill and oppose the motion. 

The Chairman. If there is no further discussion, me question occurs 
on the amendment of the gentleman from California, Mr. Krebs, to 
pass over the bill H.K. 8529 without prejudice. 

Mr. MooBE. I ask for a recorded vote. 

The Chairman. A recorded vote is requested. 

The members will respond either aye or nay. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

(The roUcaU follows:) 

Ayes: RepreBentaOvea Poage, Berglaad (by proxy), Rose (by proxy), Bredc- 
inridge, Baldns, Krebs, Higbtower, Moore, Brown (by proxy). 

Nays : RepreseDtatlyea Vigorito, Jones ol North Carolina, Jones of Tennessee, 
Melcher (by proxy), Mathls, Bowen, IJtton, Richmond, Nolan, Weaver, Bed^l, 
McHngh (by proxy), Flthian, Jenrette. D'Amonrs, Wampler, Sebellus, Fjndley, 
Symms, Peyaer, Heckler (by prosy), Foley, English (by prosy), Jeffords (by 
proxy). 

The Clerk. Nine ayes and twenty-four nays. 

The Chairman. Tnere being 9 ayes and 24 nays, the motion to pass 
over the bill without prejudice is not agreed to. 

The Chair intends at this moment to adjourn the committee, since 
the permission sought last night for the Committee on Agriculture to 
sit during the 5- minute rule was denied. 

We have two subcommittees scheduled to meet on Tuesday, and the 
full committee is scheduled to meet Wednesday, Thursday, and Fri- 
day on the Grain Standards Act. 
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As I announced earlier, unless the conunittee votes otherwise, we 
Tfill oxitinue this matter of pending business. I will call a meeting for 
Tuesday. October 28, at 10 o'clock in the morning. The bill (H.E. 
8fi29) Tvill r«inain pending business. 

I had not originally intended to call a meeting on Tuesday because 
members might have difficulty returning. Out of necessity, however, 
we will try to obtain a quorum at that time. 

Members are advised that there are amendments pending on the bill ; 
and, perhaps, there will be other motions. Anyone who will not be able 
to attend may widi to vote his presence by proxy. 

Mr. Mathis. May I inquire if the Chair is advised as to how many 
amendments are pending i 

The Chairsian. There will be an amendment offered to the research 
section and probably a motion to striiie that secdon entirely. 

Mr. BowEN. There has been a cha ng e, Mr. Chairman. W&. Kicihmond 
and I have reached an agreement. We have a noncontroversial amend- 
ment that will not take much time. 

The Chaieman. In that case there would be one noncontroversial 
amendment. In addition, I understand there will be a motion to recom- 
mit the bill. 

Mr. Moore. I will confirm that. I have an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute which will require full explanation and perhaps debate. 

The Chairman. Accordingly, the Committee on Agriculture will 
stand adjourned to meet again at 10 o'clock on Tuesday, October 28. 

Before the members leave, I am advised that we have a distinguished 
^Oup of producers from Sweden who are visiting the United, States. 
The committee would like to welcome them and hopes that their trip 
to the United States will be both fruitful and profitable. 

The conmiittee will stand adjourned. 
[Whereupon at 12 :30 p jn., the committee adjourned.] 
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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



TTTESDAT, OCTOBEB 28, 1975 

House of Representatives, 
CoMMirrEE OE Agkicultuee, 

Waghirigton, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, in room 1301, Longworth 
House Office Building at 10 :30 a.m., Hon. Thomas S. Foley (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Repr^entatives Poage, Jones of North Carolina, Jones of 
Tennessee, Mathis, Bergland, Brown, Bowen, Bredrinridge, High- 
tower, Bedell, M(JItigh, Thone, Symms, Johnson, Hagedom, and 
Moore. 

Staff present : Robert Bor and Hyde Murray, counsels ; John Hogan, 
associate coimsel; Norman Gay and Roxie Burris, sta£F consultants, 
Subcommittee on Oilseeds and Bice, and Glenda Temple and Mary 
Jarratt, staff assistants. 

The Chairman. The Committee on Agriculture will come to order. 

The Chair regrets that a quorum is not present. 

Accordingly, the committee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock 
tomorrow morning at which time we will take up pending business. 

[Whereupon, at 10 :82 a.m. the committee adjourned.] 
(141) 
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RICE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1975 



WEDBHSDAT, OCTOBEB S9, 1975 

HousH OF Rbpsessntateves, 

COMKTrrEB OK AeRIODI.TniIB, 

WashmgUm, D.G. 

The committee met at 10:26 a-m., pursuant to notice, in romn 1301, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Dawson Mathis (chairman, 
Subcommittee on OUseeds and Bice) presiding. 

Present: Bepresentatives Poage, de la Garza, Vigorito, Jones of 
North Carolina, Jones of Tennessee, Mathis, B erg land, Brown, 
Bowen, Litton, Breckinridge, Bichmond, Nolan, T^aver, Baldus, 
Krebs, Harkin, Hightower^ Bedell, McHugh, English, Jenrette, 
D'Amours, Wampler, Sebelius, Findley, Thmie, ^mms, Madigan, 
Peyser, Heckler, Kelly, Grassley, Hagedom, and Sfoore. 

Staff present: Kobert M. Bor, counsel; Hyde H. Murray, counsel; 
John E. Hogan, associate counsel; Steve Allen, staff assistant; Nor- 
man Gay and Koxie Burris, staff consultants. Subcommittee on Oil- 
seeds and Rice ; L. T. Easley, press assistant ; Glenda Temple and Mary 
Jarratt, staff assistants. 

Mr. Mathis. The committee will come to order. 

Twenty-one members having appeared, and a quorum having been 
established, we will proceed to consideration of oill H.K. 8529. 

The chairman of me full committee was required to be elsewhere 
this morning. In his absence he has asked me to preside. 

When the committee last met, we were proceeding under the bill 
having been opened for amendments at any point. 

I recognize Mr, Bowen. 

Mr. Bowen. I would like to offer an amendment which I believe 
is in your hands, or will shortly be there. 

This is one that was developed after conversation with the gentle- 
man from New York, Mr. Richmond. He had voiced some concern 
about the language on page 17 of the bilL It deals with the provision 
for research funds. 

After some conversation with Department officials and our own 
staff, we oondaded that this section does not really provide for any 
new funds or additional funds but is rather an authorization to insure 
that at least this amount is specifically pegged for rice research. 

This simply parallels the situation in most other commodities. As 
you know, m the 1973 act the researdi money is ia the same area and 
18 provided for wheat, feed grains, and so on. We have, of coarse, a 
program for cotton. 

Although the Department is, at this time, already providing some 

moneys for research, we are informed by the Department that the 
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inclusion of this authorization would not require any additional 
spending. 

Therefore, Mr. Richmond has decided not to offer the amendment 
that he had announced that he would offer. He felt some concern 
about the fact that any moneys in this autiiorization might be used for 
advertising or promotion. So language has been provided in this 
amendment to talte care of that purpose. 

There was also strong feeling that we should give some direction 
to the Department in the area of where the funds were expended, 
and thererore priority consideration is given for land-grant universi- 
ties and State experimental stations. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that this is an amendment that basically 
reflects the sentiment of the majority of the committee, and I would 
urge its acceptance. 

Mr. Jones of North Carolina. Does the amount authorized remain 
the same? 
Mr. BowEN. Yes ; it simply earmarks fchat amount. 
Mr. Krebs. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. BowEN. Yes. 

Mr. Khebs, Will the gentleman accept an amendment, a perfecting 
amendment, which would also include non-land-grant universities 
with appropriate agricultural qualifications? 

Mr. BowEx. I would call your attention to the fact that the Depart- 
ment still retains full discretion to spend the money in any way it sees 
fit. It merely states a priority for land-grant imiversities and experi- 
ment stations. 

I do not think that there is any restriction that would keep the 
Department from doing that. But I think if you would like to make 
it a part of the record, then it would show that there is no objection 
to the money being expended in any way the Depari;ment might see 
fit, such as a non-land-grant sdiooL 

Mr. Kbebs. Maybe I should wait imtil the gentleman's time has 
expired, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mathib. Mr. Bowen, do you yield back tiie balance of your 
time! 
Mr. BowBN. Yes. 

Mr. Mathis. I reco^ize Mr. Krebs. 

Mr. Kbiss. In offering either a perfecting amendmrnt or a sub- 
stitute amendment, I would like to accomplish the following. 

Tha amendment would hopefully include educational institutions of 
higher learning which had all of the agricultural qualifications of land- 
grant universitiea. 

My friend from Dlinois, Mr. Findley, will remMtiber that I — that 
is, Congressman Siak and I — made a similar suggestion for the for- 
eign aid appropriations bill, which was recently passed. 

Mr. Findley's proposal allowed for land grant university participa- 
tiim in the foreign aid field. At that time, we offu^ an amendment 
which included nonland grant universitieG' having appn^riate agri- 
cultural qualifications. It permits them to also engage m the land grant 
type of research, 

Mr. BowEN. Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. KjtEBS. Yea. 

Mr. Bowen. Do you have in mind universities which have agricul- 
tural schools whi(^ are not land grant schools! 
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Mr. Krebs. That is correct 

The California State University at Fresno is one such mstitutitm. 

Mr. BowEN. Would the gentleman Consider language which would 
say land grant universities, other agricultural schools, and State ex- 
periment stations, and that type of thing ? 

Mr. Krebs. The wording can be worked out, 

Mr. FiNDLEr, Will the gentleman, yield? 

Mr. KitEBS. Yes. 

Mr. FiNDi^T. May I sjjggest "and other silhilar institutions" be 
added at the end of the amen<£nent of Mr. Bowen ! 

Mr. Kkebs. ITiat is not the same lan^age. 
, Mr. FiNDLET. We use the term "eugime imiversitics" and then we 
define eligible in the act. 

Mr, Bowen. Would you want to Say "other agricultural schools or 
colleges" and language pf that type? 

Mr. Krebs. Yes ; that would be acxfeptable. 

1 think we should specify institutions of higher learning. 

Mr. Bowen. If I might have unanimous consent to revise the amend- 
ment which I have offered I woiim be happy to do so. 

Mr. Krebs. I appreciate that, Mr. Bowen, 

Mr. Mathis. For the benefit of the Chair will the gentleman restate 
his motion with the changes. 

Mr. BowEN. In this case I may be asking for unanimous consent to 
revise my amendment if I may do that, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Mathis. Is there objection to the request hy the gentleman from 
MissisMppii 

Mr. Bowen. I would say "and other agricultural institutions of 
higher learning." Maj[ I ask the staff if there is any reason why that 
language should be stricken ? 

If tlmt is the case, then I would like to ask unanimous consent that 
that be accepted and I offer the amendment to the committee. 

Mr. Mathis. The unanimous consent has been agreed to already. 

Is there further discussion ? Mr. Poage ? 

Mr. PoAGE. I want to reiterate Mr. de la Garza's policy which I 
think is a good policy. I am not at this time opposed to the bill. This 
is not a measure as to whether you are for or agamst the bUl as I see it. 
But in this area which you are amending, there is provision on line 
5 on page 17 : "There is authorized to be appropriated not more than 
$1 million for any fiscal year to carry out the provisions of this 
section." 

The bill covers 2 fiscal years. I think the de la Garza practice is 
sound. We ought to limit this to 1 year. 

I would suggest that we strike out the $1 million figure and insert 
$500,000, and that after the words "for" we strike out "any" and insert 
the year "1976 fiscal year to carry out the provisions of this section." 
This would not leave any authority for the second year. Congress 
would have the right to add the authority for the second year, as it 
will on all other matters coming before it. 

Mr. de la Garza is exactly ri^t in suggesting that, if we do not do 
this, then we simply abdicate and allow uie Approprifltitms Commit- 
tee bo receive all or the conditiwis of the Department and none will 
come to this committee. 

That is true whether it is this bill or whether it is any other bill. 
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My only purpose in raisiiu; this issue at tina time is that I think it 
is ft aound policy, and I think the committee has the aul^rity and I 
think the practice is a ^K)d one. 

Therefoie, I would uke to offer this as an amendment to the Bowen 
amendment. 

On page 17, on line 6, we will strike out the figure "$1^000,000" and 

insert •'$500,000" and strike out the word "any" and insert "the 1976". 

Mr. Bow£N. Is this practice followed in tne proviaion of research 

funds for other conunoditiesl The 1973 act spells out research funds 

for other commodities, but is this solely limited in tliis fa^oni 

Mr. Po&OE. If you will remember, Mr. de la Oarza has proposed or 
attempted to put this kind of a rider on every bill that we passed 
which authorizes appropriations. Of course, it does not go back to 
1978. He just started it this year. I think he is exactly right in stating 
this. You nave to use the 2 by 4 to get the attention of tlie mule. 
Mr. Bow£N. Why would you reduce the $1 million figure i 
Mr. PoAOE. So that you could authorize $600,000 the next year. 
Mr. BowsN. We have in mind the $1 million figure per year. 
Mr. PoA(ffi. I thought the $1 million was for 2 years. 
Mr. BowEN. No ; thai, was for 1 year, 
Mr. PoAOE. Then we could leave the $1 million figure. 
Mr. BowEN. May I ask the staff a question on this, Mr. Chairman t 
Mr. Mathis. Yes. 

Mr. BowBN. I would like to be assured, and I would like the record 
to show, that this does not serve as a restrictive ceiling upon the in- 
vestment of public funds in research in tliis area. 

For example, according to st&ff figures which iiaye been given to 
us, the Department is already at this time expending somewhat over 
$1 Eoillion, that is, $1.3 million in the general area of rice research. 

That is beijog done under other authority, not under authority of 
this legislation, and it is not earmarked for rice. It is being done by 
departmental decision. 

I want to be sure, and I want the record to show, that if we do ap- 
prove this, this will not serve as a ceiling upon the use of research 
funds for rice. 
Could the staff clarify this for ust 

Mr. Bos. Mr. Bowen^ we could make this abundantly clear in the 
committee report on this bill, that this was ihe intention of the com- 
mittee with renieot to title II of the HIL 

Mr. BowBN. If the committee report would show the intention of the 
conunittee was not to place a ceiling but merely to insure that we had 
earmarked in this legislation this ^lure so that it would not cause an 
actual cutback in the research funds. 

With that in mind, I personally would have no objectitm to Mr. 
Poage's amendment and I would be happy to offer that. 

Mr, PoAQB. I would leave your $1 million figure and all we would 
do would be to strike the word "any" and insert "Uie 1976 fiscal year." 
For any further appropriation for the second year, further action 
would have to be taken to get the appropriation. 

I do not propose to change the language that says to carry out the 
provision of this section. That confines it to a section, rather than to 
the whole subject matter of rice. 
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Mr. BowEN. Mr. Chairman, do you feel that we have the oppor- 
tunity to reconsider this matter n^ spring prior to the turn of the 
next fiscal yeart We are halfway through the fiscal jrear now. 

Mr. PoAQE. That is the whole purjiose of this. That la, to require us 
to reconsider, 

Mr. BoWEN. I think we could omnder it if we were prior to a fiscal 
year. In this instance, by the time the bill waa passed, we would be 
well into it. 

Mr. PoAQE. Your fiscal year does not end in June, as it has hereto- 
fore done. It is eleven months away iiom us now. That is, the new 
fiscal year. 

All I am asking you to do is iust to say this. We do not want you 
to bring the bill back but simply for authorization. 

Mr. Mathis. I would like to ask, in view of the fact that the Presi- 
dent has already signed the agriculture appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1976, what the possibility would be of obtaining funding for this 
section under the authorization that is proposed in this act. 

Mr. PoAQE. You would have to go to the Appropriations Committee 
whether you have an amendment or not. Yoii nave to go to that com- 
mittee anyway. 

The only difference in the world that it would make with what I am 
proposing is that you would get the money on exactly the same terms 
and for 1977 you would have to pass a further authorization. That is 
the only thing in the world that I am suggesting. 

Yon would have to bring it back to mis committee to get further 
anthorization for the second year. 

Mr. Mathis. The only question I have is the timing. The Appro- 
priations Committee has already reported the bill, and would we not 
run into a time probl^nl 

Mr. PoAQB. I think you will, but I think it would be exactly the 
same under the amendment as I have proposed it, and the biU as 
written. The bill as written requires exactly the same thing for 1976. 

Under the bill as written you will not get any money unless the 
Appropriations Committee gives it to us, 

J^'ow, all I am saying here is that the Appropriations Committee 
cannot give it to you for the second year without further 
authorization. 

Mr. BowBN. Mr. Chairman, I have had a suggestion brought to mj 
attention based on language which is in the^nate bill !^55. This 
requires the Secretary to come before the authorizing committee and 
make his request for the coming year. The suggestion is that it might 
be appropriate to leave the language as is, and place the language in 
the committee report calling rar departmental presentation on this 
matter before moving into another fiscal year. That might satisfac- 
torily resolve the matter. 

Mr. PoAflE. No; Mr. Bowen. 

The committee report has about as much influence on the Depart- 
ment when it does not wont to do it, as pouring this water on the back 
of this glass which I have in my band. 

If you are going to achieve what Mr. de la Garza set out to achieve, 
you are going to nave to put it into the law. You cannot write it in 
the newspaper. 
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Mr. BowEN. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I have no basic objections 
to that, and I would be very happv to accept the change either by vir- 
tue of amending or perfecting me amendment I offered, or as an 
amendment to my amendment, 

Mr. Mathis. Is there ob]*ection to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas to be offered as an amendment to the amend- 
ment from the frentleman from Mississippi? 

Mr. Jones of North Carolina. What would this do! 

Mr. PoAOE. It says that you could not authorize, it does not author- 
ize money for the second year. 

Mr. Mathis. This is a 2-year authorization. It is a 2-year bill. The 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas would simply strike the last 
year from tiie authorization. 

Mr. BowEN. Inasmuch as we are already well into this fiscal year, 
and apparently moneys have already been appropriated, or at least 
the committee has taken such action, would you object to applying this 
to the following fiscal year, making it a 1-year authorization. 

Mr, PoAQE. Yes; because the bill is only a 2-year bill, I am only 
tiTTng to affect the last year. 

The fiscal year 1976 runs until a year from this month. 

Mr. Mathis. Is there objection to the amendment, that is, the one 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Bedell. Yes; I have objection. 

Mr. Mathis. Objection is heard. 

Mr. Bedell. My objection is this. Inasmuch as it is only a 2-year bill, 
it seems a lot of fuss to bring it back with all that trouble. It is only 
a 2^ear appropriation, I will not fuss about it, hut I object. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Chairman, I move the previous question. 

Mr, Mathis. Without objection the motion for the previous ques- 
tion has been moved. We will vote on Mr. Bowen's amendment as 
amended by the g»itleman from Texas, Mr. Poage. 

All in favor raise your right hand. 

Mr. MooBE. Mr, Chairman, I ask for a rollcall vote on this. 

Mr. Mathis. The Chair did not understand the question from tixe 
g^itleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Moorb. I asked for a rollcaU vote. 

Mr. Mathib. I was afraid I did understand. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 

<The rollcall follows :> 

Ayes: RepreBentatiTes Poage, Tones of North Carolina, Jones of Tennessee, 
Heldier (by proxy), Uathl^ Bergland, Brown, Bowen, Rose (by proxy), Breck- 
inridge, Baldns, Krebs (by proxy), Hlgbtower, McQagh, Engllab, Pithian (by 
proxy), D'Amonrs, Wanndw, Sebellns (by ixroxy), Flndley, Tb<»ie, Uadigan, 
Peyser, HedUer, QrassI^, Moore, Kelly (by proxy), Littoa (by ptoxj). Weaver. 

Nays : Bepresentativee Bichmond, Nolan, BedelL 

Present: RepresentatlTes HarMn (by proxy), and Jeffords (by proxy). 

The Clerk. Twenty-nine ayes and three nays. 

Mr. MATBas. Being 29 ayes and S nays the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. Peyser. A parliamentary inquiry please. 

I would like to know how many amendments are remaining that 
you know of at this point The purpose of my asking the question is 
that I am sure the committee is aware that the President is speaking 
at noon today. It is on an issue of tremendous importuice to many of 
us here. 
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I myself will have to leave at that time, and I wondered what the 
situation was. 

Mr, Mathis. I have no personal knowledge of any amendments. I 
have heard that the gentleman from Louisiana has an amendment that 
he desires to offer. I would hope the committee could move forward 
in an expeditious manner and dispose one way or the other of the 
amendment offered in the nature of a substitute, I believe. 

The Chair might inquire of those members if there are any other 
amendments pending. 

The gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Moore. I have three. The first is the one you just described and 
two additional ones. 

Mr. Mathis. Is there further discussion on the amendment as 
amended offered by the gentleman from Mississippi? If not, without 
objection the previous question is ordered. The vote now occurs on 
the adoption of the amendment. 

Haise your right hand if you are in favor. 

The Clerk. Twenty-three. 

Mr. Mathis. Those opposed, same sign. 

The Clkrk. None. 

Mr. SlAnns. There being twenty-three ayes and no nays, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. 

The gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have an amendment that 
I would like to offer. It is very simple. 

Mr. Mathis. The gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The amendment says on page 10, line 18, of the bill, strike out the 
word "shall" and insert in lieu thereof the word "may". 

This amendment simply makes a set-aside program discretionary 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, rather than mandatory. 

I simply point out three points concerning this. First, it is my under- 
standing that this will make it like all other set-aside programs, that 
is, voluntary rather than mandatory. This is the only mandatory one, 
I am told. This would be consistent with all other commodities and do 
it on a volimtary basis. 

Second, if we are concerned about more rice to feed the world 
and that sort of thing, then we ought to give the Secretary of Agri- 
culture discretion to set aside rice production or to set aside — that is, 
to prevent rice production rather than forcing him to do so. 

Third, the way the bill is currently drawn, the only set-asides 
would be the current ricegrowers of those who currently have allot- 
ment=. So, we are saying anybody new can get into the field and grow 
rice. If we have got too mucli, though, then we will cut back the old rice 
proflucers and make them not grow rice. 

Mr. BowEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

Mr. BowEN. I certainly have no opposition to the amendment. As 
the gentleman recalls from a subcommittee meeting, we placed that 
the word "shall" in there at the specific behest of the growers from the 
gentleman's State as well as others who are allotment holders. I am 
pleaded to see that they have now made the determination that that 
language should be optional rather than mandatory. 
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I personally accept that amendment 

Mr. Moore. I thank the eentlemfm from Mississippi for his com- 
ments. I am not at all sure that the growers in my State have changed 
their minds. I have received additional information from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that I think would color their thinking if they 
had that information. 

I would still offer this amendment and would be glad to answer 
questions. 

Mr. Mathis. Is there further discussion of this amendment? Is 
there objection to the adoption of the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Louisiana? Tlie Cliair hearing none, the amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. MooBE. I hare anotlier amendment whidt is like unto the first, 
hut a little bit different. I would like to have it passed out. 

Basically, what it does is this. The language is simple. Its purpose 
concerns the voluntary set-aside program and it applies to all pro- 
ducers, not just the old producers. 

This language affects that. The idea is that if we are going to cut 
back on rice production because there is too much, then voluntarily, 
according to the amendment just adopted, then this diould be appor- 
tioned among all producers, not just the old ones. 

Again, I fliink we have an unfair situation regarding the existing 
rice farmer being told discretionarily by the Secretary of Agriculture 
that there is too much rice this year and that they are going to have 
to cut back 10 acres or 5 acres or whatever. 

If we are going to do this, then we have to spread it over all rice 
producers so it would not hurt anybody very much in terms of their 
production and the amount that they would get for their crops or the 
amount they grow. 

The purpose of this amendment is to do that That is, to spread the 
set-aside, it it comes, on all producers of rice and not just to (hose that 
are currently producers of rice under the existing law. 

I ask the committee to favorably consider this amendment 

Mr. Mathis. Will ttie gMitleman yield back the balance of his time ? 

Mr. Moore. Yes. 

Mr. BowEN. I have been advised by counsel that, inasmuch as the 
only provision for a penalty which could be applied would be against 
those who happen to hold allotments, then to attempt to apply this to 
the nonallotment holders would be completely meaningless. 

There is no way to apply a penalty. The only penalty that can be 
applied is to the farmer who has the allotment and who participates 
in the loan and the target price provisions. Since the nonallotment 
fanner has no opportunity to have target price participation or loans, 
there would be no way that this could be provided for. 

I sympathize with what the gentleman from Louisiana is trying to 
do, but I think that his language does not really achieve anything and 
it does not address the problem. 

Mr. MoORB. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. BowEN. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. I have been advised, of course, that imder the existing 
program and under this bill as well, the Secretary of Agriculture, if 
the orders are set-aside, may or may not give payments on that acreage 
set-aside. 
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He could give those psmnents to tte new farmers coming in if he so 
desired under this bill. This would give him use of the penalty, and 
he could withhold those payments U> a new farmer upon whom he 
orders a set-aside. 

Mr. BowEN. Counsel tells me that only payments can be made to 
the allotment holders, so there is no way under law that payments can 
be made to nonallotment holders. If you are getting the benefits of 
the target price and the loan, then you might be restricted in that 
participation. Otherwise there is no way to place a restriction upon 
the farmer who is planting outside the program. 

Mr. Moore, I have been advised by counsel on this. This is true as 
far as the target price concept is concerned, but not the set-aside pay- 
ments. Set-aside payments can be made to anybody whom the Secre- 
tary orders to set land aside. 

He does not have to, but he may. So, the penalty he would use is : 
"I order you to set this aside, and if you do not, you will not receive 
set-aside payments that are authorized." 

Mr, BowEN. Jjet me see if I can get this straight. 

You are saying that a man who has no allotment, that the Secre- 
tary may ask him to set aside a certain amount. If he does not choose 
to do so, then he is not required to do so. Inasmuch as he does not 
participate in the loan or the target program, then he would not be 
affected. 

You are simply saying tiiat the Secretary would have the option of 
voluntarily making a set-aside pasrment either to the nonaflotment 
holder or to the allotment holder. Is that what you are saying! 

Mr. MooRE, That is my understanding, yes. 

Mr. BowEN. Frankly, if that is what it means, I cannot offhand 
think of any particular reason to oppose it. I will yield to Mr. Bedell. 

Mr. Bedell. Supposing I am a farmer not growing any rice and 
I want to start growing rice under your program. Is there anything 
to prohibit me from growing all the rice I want to on my farm ? 

Mr. MoORE. Nothing, if the gentleman wiU yield, that under the 
law we have here before us and the existing law. the Secretary has 
the right, if he thinks there is going to be too much rice, to order cer- 
tain acreage to be set aside. I am asking that set-aside provisions be 
applied to all ricegrowers including the one you just described who is 
coming into the market for the first time. 

The question that Mr. Bowen and I have been discussing is what 
power does the Secretary have over the new grower if he is not imder 
the target price concept ? The power he has is to refuse to make set- 
aside pavments which he can do. 

In other words, you put this acreage aside and he is authorized 
to pay you so much money because you are not growing this rice this 
year. But this, I think, is sufficient penalty to warrant him to have 
the power to apply to all ricegrowers and not have the distinction 
between old and new ricegrowers. He would apply the set-aside to 
even" ricegrower, 

JVft-. Mathis. The gentleman from Mississippi still has time. 

Mr. BowEN. I yield to Mr. Findley. 

Mr. FiNDLET. I would like to ask the author of this amendment 
this question. 
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Under this amendment, 13 it possible that a new grower of rice 
would not be eligible for direct payments or loans f Could he nerer- 
theless be required to set aside land without any compensation! 

Mr. Moore. If the gentleman will yield, it is my understanding that 
that is the situation now. The Secretary, under this bill, it not re- 
quired to make set-aside payments. That is precisely why I offered 
tne first amendment. He is no longer required to make set-aside pay- 
ments, which is the interpretation we have from the Secretary's office. 

I would assume that what he could use to apply this set-aside to a 
new grower would be, is that he will make the payments if the set- 
aside is made. He does not have the denial of target prices and loans 
used as a lever to get tlie set-aside as he does with old growers. 

Mr. FiNDLEY. Nevertheless, under your amendment the Secretary 
could elect to require set-asides without pajoaents. 

Mr. Moore. Yes; he could. 

Mr. FiNDLEY. This could impose a requirement on new growers of 
rice who have no benefit or backup from direct payments or loans, 
nevertheless to be req_uired to set aside land ! 

Mr. Moore. Yes ; it could. This is the reason why : you are trying 
to protect the market from getting glutted with rice which would 
hurt the new fanner as well as the old. 

Second, I would assume we would apply it to everybody. In other 
words, we would not pay some and not pay others. He would pay it 
to every ricegrower. Either he pays some or he pays none. 

Mr. FiNDUiT. It seems to me that this is an unfair amendment, 
that is, to impose a prospective obligation without any form of com- 
pensation or adjustment upon new growers of rice. It would defeat 
the fundamental purpose or this bill which is to encourage those who 
want to take the chance on the market, without any intervention by 
the Government anyway, to do that. 

Mr. Mathib. The time of the gentleman from Misssissippi has ex- 
pired. I recognize the gentleman from New York, Mr. Peyser. 

Mr. Peyser. Mr. Chairman, I think that this is an absolutely de- 
structive amendment. It basically would shoot down the whole int«nt 
of this new legislation because who is going to go in in an open alloca- 
tion without receiving any of the benefits of the old legislation. It 
would make no sense at aU.; I would urge the defeat of this because 
it would in effect defeat the impact of the legislation. I yield to 
Mr. Bowen. 

Mr. BowBN. I misunderstood,' then^ what the geaUeman from 
Louisiana was offering. I was under the impression that he was saying 
that the Secretary could optionally offer payments for set-aade but 
could not reauire them to set aside. Apparently that was not the case, 
and inasmucn as he can require the set-aside of land, whether or not 
the farmer wishes to cooperate, then I would have to oppose the 
amendment under those terms. . 

Mr. Peyser. I tibank the gentleman and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. Mathis. I recognize Mr. Bergland. 

Mr. BERGiJiNo. I would like to direct a question to the gentleman 
from Louisiana or from Mississippi. On page 10, line 18, the Secre- 
tary is authorized to set-aside if the production of rice will exceed 
the normal demand by 15 percent as I read it. Is that correct? Is it 
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possible that imder the terms of the ftmendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Louisiana that the rice produced on the nonallotted farms 
could be of such importance to the national scene that the Secretary 
would be obliged to set aside all of the rice on the allotted acreage? 

Mr. MooBE. I am not sure I can answer that. My understanding is 
that the first amendment we just adopted makes it not mandatory 
any lon^r. The Secretary can use his discretion and may not set 
aside any acreage. Under the law as it is written now, if there is to 
be any set-aside, then it would come only from allotment holders. It is 
possible that the allotment holders would be completely wiped out 
Yes ; you could not grow any rice, 

And the Secretary does not have to make any pajmients. 

Mr. Bebgland. He has no control over production of the rice. 

Mr. Moore. That is correct. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Bekgland. At least in theory, we could have enough rice pro- 
duced on the nonallotted acres so all the allotted acreage would be 
completely set aside i 

Mr. MooBE. That is correct. The target price would be of no help at 
that point. The tool that ihe Secretary uses to pay someone for not 
raising rice is the set-aside payments. 

I am assuming that he is going to be fair, and if he asked anyone 
to not grow rice, he would apportion set-aside over all the growers 
proportionately and would pay them a set-aside payment. 

Certainly, a new grower would get no other protection. 

If he would not do that, then another way is to make the bill 
mandatory and go back to mandatory payments for set-asides which 
is not the law now. 

Mr. Mathis. Will the gentleman from Minnesota yield ? 

Mr. BERGLAxn. Yes. 

Mr. Mathis. The Secretary may not, under his discretionary part 
of the set-aside, recjuire more than 30 percent of the acreage allotment 
to be set aside. This is page 11, line 14. The Secretary may not require 
all of the acreage grown under an allotment to be set aside, only up 
to 30 percent Only then when 15 percent of the total supply is carried 

Mr. Bbholand. I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Mathis. The gentleman from Texas is seeking recognition. 

Mr. PoAOE. I want to suggest that this amendment clearly shows 
the nature of this bill. This bill is not something that applies fairly 
across the board to everybody. This bill was written for a certain 
group of farmers. These are ones who want to get advantage through 
the action of Congress. 

I do not believe that we ought to sit here and writ* legislation to 
give advantages to special groups. 

That is all that this billdoes. It was all that it was intended to do 
from beginning to end. It intends to give to certain producers op- 
portunities that are not available to them under the present law, and 
that will be available to them under this, and at the expense of the 
group that has been producing rice. 

Of course, I know the philosophy. I recognize that there are many 
of you who are committed to the philosophy that we should not have 
any kind of control whatsoever on any of our crops. You think that 
anybody ought to be able to grow anything they want to at any time. 
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^ ou want them to be completely free. That is a fine theory, but your 
tobacco program does not work that way, and your peanut program 
does not work that way. And it will not work that way. We know it. I 
think the proponents of the bill know it. 

We know that if we pass this kind of legislation — and nobody can 
explain just what is going to happen to fliese people then the pro- 
ponents cannot explain what is gomg to happen. The authors oi the 
amendment cannot explain what is going to happen. There is not 
one of vou in this room who knows what is going to happen if you 
adopt this amendment or not. 

lou just know that you are seeking to move one group of rice- 
growers into a more favorable position than they occupy under the 
existing law, and you are doing it at the expense of those who are 
already growing. 

I i-ecognize and have reco^ized for a long time that those of us 
who had none of the production involved in our area should not seek 
to pass the rules for the other people. But that is what we are doing 
here right now. Most of you who are going to vote for this rice biU 
this morning do not grow any more nee than I do. You can put all 
the ricegrowers in my district in this glass. 

You are trying, however, to impose your views on somebody else. 
The same people who are doing that are going to come up here next 
year and seek to impose that on ray peanut growers. Of course I will 
protest. If the tobacco men want it, then it is all right with me. You 
can destroy your business if you want to. But you know and I know 
that you cannot grow tobacco without a program. 

You know and I know that you cannot grow peanuts without a 
program. 

And most of us know that you cannot grow rice without a program, 
either. The new growers and the old ones are all going to go broke 
when you pass tins kind of legislation. 

This amendment shows so clearly that there is not one of you, 

regardless of what side you are on, that knows what this is going to do. 

Certainly I do not know. I do not think there is a man here who 

could stand up and explain exactly what this amendment would do. 

You cannot do it because you do not know what the bill would do. 

I think it is obvious that this bill is going to do much harm. It will 
be the death knell of agriculture as we know it now. 
Mr. Mathzs. The gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FiNntET, I want to observe that the gentleman's amendment 
has the effect of gutting the bill. I am sure he does not intend that, 
but it has that effect, tecause the purpose of that amendment is to 
bring the land, planted outside the program— that is, outside Govern- 
ment intervention — back under Government intervention. There is 
no question aboutit, . 

It is fundamentally at odds with the purpt^e of tms oiU and it 
ought to be rejected, 
ftfr. Mathis. The gentleman from Wisconsin. ' 
Mr. Raldus. I would like to point out that we pa^ed the amend- 
ment that made it discretionary with the Secretary, and now if we 
pass this amendment and we change the word "Cooperator' to 
"Owner" of such a farm, then it puts all rice growers in the same 
classification and removes the separate protection that was there for 
the historical "cooperators." 
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It severely changes the meaning of the bill in my estimation, 

Mr. Matois. The gentleman from Minnesota- 
Mr. Bebqland. I have another guestion whidi I would like to direct 
to either the gentleman from Mississippi or Ix>uisiana. 

On page 11 the language of the tull starting with line 8 speaks 
to the benefits that would accrue to a cooperator which includes pay- 
ments, loans, and purchases. If the gentleman's amendment is accepted, 
will in fact we be extending the price-support protection and target 
price p^ment protection to those people who do not have allotments? 

Mr. BowEN. This points up the cloudiness and fogginess of the 
amendment. It is another reason for voting it down- 
Mr. Moore. My answer is "No," it womd not. I do not intend that. 
That is the motive behind the bill which we are going to see 2 years 
from now. There wiU be a movement to put new growers imder price- 
support and loan protection. I think we are going to see this come to 
pass. 

In proposing this, I had no intention of gutting the bill. I am going 
to try to defeat the bill, yes, hut not through this amendment. I am 
not trying to destroy it. I stand corrected hy the Chair, and I think 
I prefaced a previous answer by saying I did not know. The risk is 
that any existing farmer may run the nak of having 30 percent of his 
land set aside every year with no payments under this bill^ and to let 
new men get into the market, that is all right. If the hill is going to 
pass that way ; it is OK. But let us spread set-aside to every grower. 

The protection to any grower for having land set aside is not a target 
price and is not a loan. 

How could a target price help you if you have not planted your 
crop? Your protection is a set-aside payment. Either we trust the 
Secretary of Agriculture to treat our farmers equally or we do not. 

I simply say that I am trying to do this. I un trying to spread it to 
every farmer. Every farmer will have the same opportunity to get a 
set-aside paymoit for not growing rice. We are going to have a 
glut on the market and the facts are there. There is not a market for 
it. The market is going down. I do not think it is fair to an existing 
farmer to tell him that he can grow 30 percent less this year and the 
next year, so long as any new growers are getting into the market and 
profit by their diminished crop. I do not think it is fair. That is not 
gutting the bill at all, because they are going to get the production 
price set-asides for not growing rice. 

Mr. Petseb. I move the previous question. 

Mr. Mathis. Mr. Jones of Nortii Carolina. 

Mr. Jones. I direct this question to the gentleman from Mississippi. 
It might be well for you to explain what, if any, control is contained 
in this legislation regarding payments. 

Mr. BowEN. Hopefully not the way it is written. This amendment, if 
adopted, would confuse the whole issue. Counsel has just told me that 
if you redefine it and change the definition of the word "cooperator" 
to be an owner or operator of a farm and if that definition applies 
throughout the bill, then it means that everyobdy who grows is eligible 
for a loan and target participation. We are not asking tiie Government 
to got into that business. 

I think it would completely alter the ctmcept of the bill. 
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What we are trying to do is to pve some protection to the traditional 
growers. Tlie bill does that. It hopefully does not restrict them. I agree 
with the gentleman's first amenament. I am afraid that the language 
of this one would finally confuse the whole issue in terms of who is 
eligible for target and loan provisions. I hope the committee will re- 
ject it. 
Mr. Jones of North Carolina. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. Mathis. Without objecti<Hi the previous question is ordered. The 
question occurs on the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Louisiana. 
Mr. Moore, I ask for a recorded vote- 
Mr. Mathis. The Clerk will call the roll. 

Hie amendment and roUcall vote follow : Page 11, line 11, Page 11, Une IS, 
Page 12, line ao, Page 13, line 10, and Page 18, Une 21, strike oat tbe word 
"cooperators" and Insert In Ilea tliereof the words "ownere and operators of a 
farm"; and 

Page 14, Une 5, strike ont the words "a cooperator" and Insert in lieu thereof 
"an owner or operator of a farm". 



TblB amendment would reQolre all producers to participate in any set-aside 
program implemented by tbe Secretary. 

Ayes: BepresentatlTeB Foage, Brown, Bose, (by proxy), Breckinridge, Kreba, 
Htghtower, Onusley, Moore. 

Nays : Bepresentattvee Jones of NoH^ Oarollna, Jones of Tennessee, Melcher 
(by proxy), Mathis, Bergland, Bowen, Litton (by proxy), Blcdimond, Nolan, 
Wearer, Baldus, Harkln (by proxy). Bedell, McHugh, English, FitMan (by 
proxy), Jenrette, D' Amours, Wampler, Findley, Thone, Synuns, Ma^iyn, peyser, 
Heckler, Kelly (by proxy), Hagedom, Vlgorito, Sebelius (by proxy). 

Present: BepresentatiTe Jeffords {tij proxy). 

The (Ih^ERK. The vote is 8 ayes and 29 nayee. 

Mr. Mathis. There being 8 ayes and 29 nayes the amendment is not 
agreed to. 

The gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have one last amendment. 
I would like to have it passed out. It is in the nature of a substitute, 
and to back it up I would also like to pass out two additional 
documents. 

Mr. Mathis. The gentleman from Louisiana is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MooHE. lliankyou, Chairman. 

This bill, that is, this amendment in the nature of a substitute was 
offered in the subcommittee. I got a rousing number of votes. I got my 
own vote. 

This is what is called the "Houston plan". It was introduced by 
Congressman John Breaux who is currently in Cul» trjring to sell 
some of the rice that you are going to force us to grow and that we 
cannot sell. There presently exists an embargo on exporting to Cuba. 
It has also been introduced by Senator Eussell Long of Louisiana. 
You have already seen his letter passed out yesterday explaining why 
the biU was there- 
Two documents that I passed out in support of the bill are first, an 
analysis done by LSU on ricegrowers in Louisiana. You see that they 
net $17.17 per acre. 
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I heard some figures floating around about liow much ricegrowers 
make and I thou^t I would Eke to give you this to show you that 
they really do not make that much money. 

Second, I have fflven you a chart prepared by the Library of Con- 
gress for Senator Long indicating the comparisons between tlie price 
of rice and what the consumer pays. 

You can see that there is not much correlation between the rice going 
down with what the consumer pays. 

On that note I would simply say that I have not heard any outcir 
from consumers complaining about the high cost of rice. First of all, 
not many of them need it, and secondly, it is not that expensive; cur- 
rently 52 cents per pound. People are not hollering about the high 
cost of rice because it is not high. 

It has not really fluctuated and it is not really going to come down. 
The figure that rice is selling for now and as shown on that chart, if it 
dips much further, say to 50 cents per pound, then you are at a loss 
figure then. So you will not be growing it at that figure. If it dips to 50 
cents per pound then it will not droi) a penny or so at the grocery store, 
so you cannot expect any decreases in the cost of rice to the consumer. 

The reason for it is tJie tremendous cost of doing business : heavy 
machinery, fertilizer, labor, and what have you. 

TTie point I am trying to make is that there is not a consumer 
demand to save money on rice. That is not the reason the bill is being 
pushed. 

The bill is being pushed by people who want to get into the business, 
including some in my own district. We coutd, under this bill grow rice 
in my district ; we do not grow it now. If everybody gets in on the act 
then nobody will make any money. 

So, the substitute bill I am oflfering is the Houston plan. The Hous- 
ton plan does expand by some 200,000 acres, I believe, rice production. 

It does expand it to allow the new growers to come in. It continues 
the same system that we have now, except it does reduce the parity 
from 65 percent down to 60 percent to save Uncle Sam some money. 

We thmk the bill is a fair way of expanding production at a time 
when we do not know what the future holds. It does not look that 
bright. 

Anybody can grow rice now. Nobody is prohibited from doing that. 

So, we are simply saying, why not adopt a plan like this which is a 
' step forward and a step from where you are now, if you do not like 
the existing program- 
Let us give this one time to work and then in a year or 2 we can 
look at it again. It is not a 2-year program. We can change this one 
if something does not work. If it turns out that we do liave all these 
wonderful markets that nobody can seem to justify at the moment. 

The Houston plan was one that was worked out by ricegrowers from 
rice-producing States in the Union, 

I am told tnat they all agree on it. It is one that they are willing 
to live with. It does not set up a target price system. It will not cost 
Uncle Sam a lot of money. There have not been payments since 1969 
under the existing program. Under the target price program I have 
shown you figures and quoted them the other day that we are going 
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to have something like $78 million in payments under the target price 
program if rice drops any at all down from where it is now. 

So, therefore, it will not cost Uncle Sam any money. It will allow 
expansion. It is going to continue the existing program which I think 
has worked. That is why rice farmers that are in business today are 
not coming_in here askmg for price supports or target supports or 
additional Tederal aid, because they do not need it, "Hiey are able to 
make money on the existing system. 

So, I offer this bill as a suostitute to the one we have now, as being 
a far better course of action and a more prudent and conservative 
course of action, and one that I think will be a whole lot better in the 
long run. 
Mr. Mathis. The gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. BowEN. We nave examined this bill thoroughly in subcommit- 
tee. We had a lengthy debate on it. I think all the members of this 
committee here are aware that the approach of this bill would funda- 
mentally continue the system we now have, 

I would simply point out to the committee that it is not the purpose 
of the legislation that we are passing to reduce the price of nee, but 
it is the purpose of this legislation prmiarily to insure that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture does not take the action which, under law, it must 
take in December of this year, which is to cut back substantially on the 
production of rice. 

I talked to Secretary Butz last night, I asked him if there was any 
way in the furthest reaches of his imagination and the mathematics 
available to him that he could see some way that he could not cut back 
on rice production, and he said "No, (iere was no way under the law, 
under the numbers we are dealing with, and we must cut back." 

The 6gure would be somewhere from 2.8 million to somewhere about 
1,65 million. This would increase the price of rice somewhere between 
50 and 100 percent on the grocery shelves. It would cut off about $1 
billion from our exports. This is what the legislation we are considering 
would attempt to prevent. 

Therefore, I urge your vote against the amendment from the gentle- 
man from Louisiana. 
Mr. MooRE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr, BowEN, Yes, 

Mr. Moore. If the Secretary is contemplating market quotas which 
has been part of our discussion for several days^-I take it that is what 
you just got through saying — then why is he doing that if it is not 
Decause we do not have a market ! Why would he cut nack rice produc- 
tion unless he could foresee no market ? 

Mr, BowEi«. I do not think it is well dearnnetL frankly. It requires 
that according to a certain formula^ which Texplained to l^e commit- 
tee, not based necessarily on what the actual future markets might be, 
but based on what actual past consumption was. 

It is a very conservative formula vdiich is designed to benefit the old 
growers and require a cutback. It is designed for and by the benefit 
of the allotment holders. That is why I suggested that we fundamen- 
tally ought to alter that program, 

Mr. MooRB. That is cme analvsis of it. I prefer to believe that it was 
not drawn in such a haphazard way, but was done to be sure Uiat we 
did not have price support payments being given from Uncle Sam, 



,v Google 



159 

Uncle Sam does not want to pay any more money than he has to. Con- 
sequently, if he does not see a market coming, then you impose market 
quotas to cut back on the production to keep it in line. 

Under that formula we have had no Government payments since 
1969. 

We have heard about how ereat the crop was in 1974. If we were 
using a past crop then it would seem to me that market quotas would 
not be imposed by virtue of the fact that we had markets in 1974 that 
we will not have in 1976. We will not have Southeast Asia, Iran, and 
Iraq. 

So I think while you are going to see a market quota imposed just 
because there are no future markets in line with what is hoped for. 
That will drive down the price of rice. Maybe 2 or 3 cents in the 
grocery stores but below the break-even point to the farmer. 

So I think we are perpetrating a cruel hoax on these farmers. They 
are not going to make money at $7.50 per hundredweight. 

Mr, Bedell. I move the previous question. 

Mr. Mathis. Is there further discussion? Without objection the 
previous question is ordered. The question now occurs on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Moore, I ask for a recorded vote. 

Mr. SIathib. The Clerk will call the roll. 

(The rollcall follows:) 

Ayes: Bepresentativea Poage, Brown, Boae (b; proxy), Breckinridge, Erebs, 
Hightower, Moore, de la Garza (by unanimous consent in later proceedings). 

Nftya : Representatives Vigorito, Jones of North Carolina, Jonea of Tennessee, 
Melcher( by proxy). Matbis. Bergland, Bowen, Litton (by proxy), Richmond, 
Nolan, Weaver, Baidus, Harkin (by proxy), Bedell, McHngh, English, Fltblan 
(by prosy), Jenrette, D'Amoura, Wampler, Sebelius( by proxy), Findley, Thone, 
Johnson (by proxy), Peyser, Heckler, Jeffords (by proxy), Kelly, Grasaley, 
Symms (by prosy), Madigan (by proxy). 

The Clerk, Seven ayes and thirty-one nays. 

Mr. Mathis. There being seven ayes and thirty -one nays, the amend- 
ment is not agreed to. 

Are there further amendments ? 

The Chair hears none. The gentleman from Mississippi moves that 
the bill H.R. 8529 as amended be reported with the recommendation 
that it do pass. Is there objection to the previous question on the motion 
from the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. Moore. I object. 

Mr. Mathis. Does the gentleman from Mississippi move the previous 
question ? 

Mr, Bowen. I move the previous question. 

Mr. Mathis. The question is on the previous question. 

Those who are in favor will raise their hands, 

The Clerk. Twenty-three. 

Mr. Mathis, Those opposed? Like sign. 

The Clerk. Three. 

Mr, Mathis. Being twenty-three ayes and three nays, the previous 
question is ordered. 

The question occurs on the motion of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Does the gentleman from Louisiana desire a rollcall vote ! 

Mr. Moore. Yes, thank you. 

Mr. Mathis. The Clerk will call the roll. 
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(The rollcall follpws :) 

Ayes : Representatlvea VIgorito, Jones ot Nortb Carolina, Jcmeri of Tennessee, 
Melcber (by proxy), Blathls, Bowen, Litton (bj proxy), Blcluaond, Nolan, 
Weaver, Baldns, Harkln (by proxy), Bedell, McHn^, Hn^lsh, Fltlilan (by 
proxy), Jenrette, D'Amoura, Wampler, Sebelloa (by proxy), Flndl^, Tbone, 
SymniB (by proxy), Johnson (by proxy), lladigan (by proxy), Peyser, Heckler, 
Jeffords (by proxy), Kelly, Graasley, Hagedom (by proxy), de la Oana (by 
naanlmoiis consent) . 

Nays : Representatives Poase, Bergland, Brown, R<me (by proxy), Breddnrldge, 
Krti)8, Hlghtower, Moore. 

The Clebk. Thirty-one ayes and eight nays. 

Mr. M&THis. Being 31 ayes and 8 nays, the hill is reported. 

The Chair would like to thank all the members of this committee for 
their patience in dealing with this legislation. 

Mr. Moore, I would like to inform the Chair that I intend to file 
dissenting views. 

Mr. Mathis. The gentleman is entitled to do so. 

Mr. Brown. I will also do so. 

Mr. Beroi^nd. Is it the Chair's intention to entertain other pending 
business which is before the committee ? 

If Bo, I have three matters I would like to bring up. 

Mr, Mathib, The gentleman from (Jeoi^a wiff vacate the Chair, and 
thegentlemajj from Texas will assume the Chair. 

Ine gentleman from Texas, I undetstand, is going to entertain other 
motions. 

The Chair will state for the benefit of members who intraid to file 
dissenting views, that they be presented no later than 11 :30 a.ni. on 
Monday. 

{The committee proceeded to consider other legislaticm before 
adjourning.] 
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